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ABSTRACT
Over the course of the last two decades, anxiety over school shootings has continued to
influence school safety reform. Due to prominent news coverage and growing fear over
school shootings, school securitization in American public schools has expanded to include
the arming of schoolteachers. While supporters advocate for the need to arm schoolteachers,
little is known about the level of support the policy receives from the very people it is
intended to protect - students. Although research examining students’ perceptions of school
security is scant, existing research suggests that target-hardening measures may be
counterproductive and that there are racial differences in the effect of school security
practices. This study uses data from a sample of high school students participating in the
University of Missouri – St. Louis Comprehensive School Safety Initiative (UMSL CSSI) to
examine the extent of racial differences in attitudes on arming teachers and the mechanisms
that account for such differences. Drawing on the Relational Model of Authority and
procedural justice frameworks, this study examines how race and perceptions of fairness
intersect to influence attitudes on arming teachers. The findings indicate that relative to
White students, Black students are less supportive of arming teachers and anticipate greater
decreases in safety if teachers are armed. In addition, perceptions of fairness mediate some of
the effect of race on support and feelings of safety related to allowing teachers to carry guns
at school. Implications for policy and future research are discussed.

Keywords: arming teachers, school safety, student perceptions, procedural justice.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
In recent decades, the issue of school safety has been at the forefront of public and political
discourse and media coverage of mass shootings at schools across the nation has grown in
scope and coverage (Kupchik & Bracy, 2009). This sustained attention has generated fear
and anxiety among the public, provoking the prevailing misperception that school shootings
are increasing in frequency and magnitude (Kupchik & Bracy, 2009). Contrary to popular
belief, research indicates that schools nationwide have been, and continue to be, relatively
safe places (Musu et al., 2019). For example, over the past three decades, less than three
percent of all youth homicides have occurred at school (Musu et al., 2019). However, anxiety
over school shootings continues to dictate school safety reform. Historically, school
administrators have responded to school shootings by implementing a combination of
deterrence, prevention, and punishment strategies. These strategies generally have been in the
form of enhanced surveillance through School Resource Officers (SROs), metal detectors
and security cameras, and strict zero-tolerance policies (Kupchik, 2010; Muschert &
Peguero, 2010). One of the more recent strategies includes the arming of specially trained
teachers and other school staff in K-12 schools.
This idea first gained traction following the 2012 shooting at Sandy Hook Elementary
School in Newton, Connecticut, when the National Rifle Association suggested placing
armed security personnel, teachers, and other school staff in K-12 schools to prevent future
attacks (Castillo, 2012). Six years later, in the aftermath of the shooting at Marjory Stoneman
Douglas High School in Parkland, Florida, the Federal Commission on School Safety
recommended the use of new technology and school hardening measures to prevent future
school shootings, including arming specially trained teachers (Strauss, 2019). By 2020, at
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least nine states had enacted legislation allowing teachers and other school employees to
carry concealed firearms in K-12 schools (National Conference of State Legislators, 2019).
These policies vary greatly with regard to their content as they are written at the state level
and implemented at the local level.1
The notion of arming teachers rests on two fundamental assumptions: 1) that an
armed teacher can deter a potential shooter, and 2) in the event of a school shooting, an
armed teacher will successfully engage and neutralize an armed assailant (Greenberg, 2013).
However, there is no evidence that supports the effectiveness of arming teachers. This
current legislative response is representative of what can be labeled as the latest in a string of
fear-driven policies in response to national anxiety over school shootings – a “moral panic”
reaction that has persisted for over two decades in the form of target-hardening and zerotolerance policies. Indeed, in the wake of each publicized school shooting incident, public
outcry for action provokes nationwide decisions to implement a combination of security
strategies, without knowledge of their effectiveness (Jonson, 2017). Similarly, despite the
lack of empirical evidence to suggest that increased security in the form of armed teachers is
an effective approach to school safety, efforts to arm teachers persist.
Even as some legislators and supporters continue to advocate for armed
schoolteachers, surprisingly little is known about the level of support the policy receives
from the very people it is intended to protect – students – or the factors related to support for

1

All of these states require that teachers and/or school personnel receive approval from their school board or
superintendent to carry concealed handguns on school grounds. In three of these states - Idaho, Kansas and
Wyoming –school personnel must obtain concealed carry permits. Four states – Missouri, Tennessee, Texas,
and South Dakota – require armed school personnel to complete some level of training (National Conference of
State Legislators, 2019). The legislative response in Florida regarding arming teachers is considerably more
detailed compared to other states and includes a number of specific provisions, including132 hours of
comprehensive firearm safety and proficiency training, 12 hours of diversity training, an initial psychological
evaluation, and an initial and subsequent random drug tests (FL S.B. 7026, 2018).
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this policy. Generally, political and public rationale for expanding school security
emphasizes student safety, and school victimization statistics attest that schools’ safety goals
are being realized, as incidents of serious school violence have been decreasing. However,
noticeably absent from this discourse are the opinions of students who are subjected to the
use of these practices. Similarly, although there is a growing body of literature concerned
with the impact of school security measures on student outcomes, important gaps within this
research still persist. Namely, little research has directly assessed the perspectives of youth
on school security practices and/or the level of support the use of such practices receives
from students. Only two studies have specifically examined youths’ attitudes on arming
teachers: Wu’s (2018) survey of high school students in grades 10-12 and Croft, Moore and
Guffy’s (2019) survey of a sample of 10th – through 12th-grade students participating in the
October 2018 national administration of the ACT test. Furthermore, although there is limited
research examining students’ attitudes towards school security practices in general, findings
suggest that the use of school security has very little to do with students’ feelings of safety, as
the majority of students do not agree with the use of such practices and do not perceive
existing strategies to be effective (Bracy, 2011; Brown, 2006).
Furthermore, prior research suggests that schools that predominantly serve minority
students are significantly more likely to implement criminal justice-oriented security
(Kupchik & Ward, 2014; Mowen & Parker, 2017), and that racial/ethnic minority students
are differentially and disproportionately exposed to punitive disciplinary practices (Anyon et
al., 2018; Fabelo et al., 2011; US Department of Education, 2018; Welch & Payne, 2010).
Moreover, findings from a small body of literature have found racial/ethnic differences in the
effect of school security (Bachman et al., 2011; Croft, Moore & Guffy, 2019; Johnson et al.,

3

2018), as well as racial/ethnic differences in students’ perceptions of fairness of security
measures (Arum, 2003; Johnson et al., 2006; Kupchik & Ellis, 2008; Portillos et al., 2012;
Sheets, 1996). Yet, research has not attempted to explain the mechanism(s) leading to these
race differences. One potential explanation has to do with differences in how Black and
White youth view authority (both inside and outside the school) and the broader school
environment.
CURRENT STUDY
In light of the preceding considerations, this study contributes to bridging the gap in the
literature in several ways using data from a panel study of high school students participating
in the University of Missouri—St Louis Comprehensive School Safety Initiative (UMSL
CSSI) project. The proposed research questions are: (1) Are there significant racial
differences in student support and feelings of safety related to allowing teachers to carry
guns in school? (2) Are perceptions of police procedural justice, teacher and school rule
fairness, and government fairness predictive of student support and feelings of safety related
to allowing teachers to carry guns in school? and (3) Do perceptions of police procedural
justice, teacher and school rule fairness, and government fairness mediate the relationships
between race and support and feelings of safety related to allowing teachers to carry guns in
school?2
First, I examine variations in students’ support for arming teachers, as well as how
their feelings of safety may change if teachers are allowed to carry guns. Examining
students’ perceptions of arming teachers and its anticipated effect on perceptions of safety is
important because students’ views about school security contribute to the school climate and

Please note that the terms “procedural justice” and “procedural fairness” are used interchangeably in this thesis
(see Van den Bos & Lind, 2002).
2
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have been relatively unexplored. Additionally, students’ perceptions of and experiences with
school rules and rule enforcement inform their attitudes about authorities beyond the
educational context.
Second, I explore the demographic correlates of support and feelings of safety related
to arming teachers, focusing specifically on racial differences in these attitudes. The
differential implementation of school security measures likely contributes to perceptions of
inequitable treatment among minority youth. Research examining differential perceptions by
student race/ethnicity has important policy implications, particularly in light of growing
evidence of academic and behavioral disparities (Thapa et al., 2013).
Finally, given the importance of race in discussions of school discipline and security
practices, I examine the mechanisms that account for racial differences in students’ support
and feelings of safety related to arming teachers. I argue that the Relational Model of
Authority provides a theoretical framework through which to investigate how race and
perceptions of fairness intersect to influence attitudes on arming teachers. I argue that due to
differential socialization and personal experiences with authority, relative to Black youth,
White youth are more likely to perceive that institutions (i.e. schools, the government) and
their representatives (i.e. teachers, the police), who are responsible for keeping schools safe,
are fair and just. These differences in views of institutions and authorities mediate the
relationship between race and support for arming teachers and anticipated change in feelings
of safety.
These questions are important to address for several reasons. First, existing research
findings concur that school security practices have important implications for the school
climate (Bachman et al., 2011; Gastic, 2011; Johnson et al., 2018; Mayer & Leone, 1999;
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Perumean-Chaney & Sutton, 2013; Schreck et al., 2003). The school climate is an important
mechanism for reducing school violence, and research suggests that a positive school
environment is associated with improved academic and behavioral outcomes (Thapa et al.,
2013). Although one objective of arming teachers is to increase students’ perceptions of
safety (Crews, Crews & Burton, 2013), some research suggests that target-hardening
strategies, such as surveillance systems and School Resource Officers (SRO), may have
adverse consequences for educational environments and outcomes (Hirschfield, 2018; Na &
Gottfredson, 2013). Instead of increasing school safety, the presence of security measures
may give students the impression that all students are potential sources and targets of
violence (Kupchik, 2010; Marchbanks et al., 2018; Shedd, 2015). This type of school climate
can foster fear, mistrust, and other negative feelings that are not conducive to an effective
learning environment (Kupchik, 2010; Marchbanks et al., 2018). Moreover, these practices
not only escalate the use of potentially harmful responses to school disorderly conduct, but
they may also socialize youth to accept invasive security practices as normal (Kupchik, 2010;
Theriot, 2009; Yeager et al., 2017). Given the counterproductive effects of security on the
school climate and students’ perceptions of safety suggested by existing research, it is
important to examine support for arming teachers and whether such a policy would increase
student safety.
Second, there is some evidence that the effect of school security varies for Black,
White and Hispanic youth (Bachman et al., 2011; Croft, Moore & Guffy, 2019; Johnson et
al., 2018). Specifically, findings from studies examining students’ evaluations of the fairness
of various security practices highlight racial/ethnic disparities in students’ perceptions of
fairness of such efforts (Arum, 2003; Johnson et al., 2006; Kupchik & Ellis, 2008; Portillos
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et al., 2012; Sheets, 1996). These differences in perceptions of fairness are expected given
the disparities in the administration of school security and punishment practices. Not only are
enhanced security measures disproportionately implemented in schools serving primarily
minority students (Kupchik & Ward, 2014; Mowen & Parker, 2017), but there is also
evidence that racial/ethnic minority students are disproportionately subject to punitive
disciplinary practices (Anyon et al., 2018; Fabelo et al., 2011; US Department of Education,
2018; Welch & Payne, 2010). Moreover, the racial gap in students’ perceptions of fairness in
school is consistent with research findings that, relative to White youth, Black and
Hispanic/Latinx youth generally perceive law enforcement more negatively (Brick et al.,
2009; Hagan et al., 2005; Rusinko et al., 1987; Taylor et al., 2001). The overrepresentation of
minority students in school disciplinary practices suggests that the socialization process and
personal experiences with authority differ by racial group (Fine & Cauffman, 2015; Piquero
et al., 2016; Yaeger et al., 2017).
The racial disparities revealed by existing research suggest that it is important to
examine racial differences in students’ support and feelings of safety related to allowing
teachers to carry guns, and the mechanisms that account for such differences. I argue that
race differences in perceptions of fairness of schools, teachers, and law enforcement are one
potential mechanism that could account for differences between Black and White youth in
their support for arming teachers. They may also help to understand why Black youth are
likely to feel less safe if teachers are armed. The differential implementation of school
security and punishment can result in perceptions of inequitable treatment among minority
youth (Bottiani et al., 2016; Voight et al., 2015), which can diminish perceptions of fairness
and undermine the legitimacy of authority. A substantial body of research indicates that
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judgments about the fairness of procedures is a critical factor in shaping attitudes about the
legitimacy and trustworthiness of authority (Tyler & Lind, 1992). Moreover, researchers
have found that concerns about the fairness of procedures extend beyond the legal realm to
influence evaluations of authorities in political and educational settings (Tyler & Caine,
1981).
Therefore, in this paper, I explicate how youths’ perceptions of fairness across
educational and legal domains inform their attitudes toward arming teachers, and whether
perceptions of fairness mediate the effect of race on support and feelings of safety related to
arming teachers. The use of fair practices across the educational domain contributes to the
trustworthiness and legitimacy of institutional authorities. Youth who perceive educational
institutions and their representatives as legitimate are more likely to trust that their teachers
will be fair and impartial with the power of being armed. In other words, procedural justice
attitudes will translate into support for arming teachers through the mechanisms of trust and
legitimacy. Youth who distrust the intentions of educational authorities and who view them
as unfair may not support arming teachers due to a fear of being subject to armed disciplinary
action. Therefore, whether youth support the policy, and whether the policy will improve
their perceptions of safety, depends upon the extent to which they trust teachers to use guns
in a fair manner.
Lastly, I argue that perceptions of the police and government influence support and
perceptions of safety through spillover effects. Spillover effects are the notion that the effects
of treatment by authorities in one domain will spill over into the evaluations of authorities in
other domains (Soss, 1999). Although not direct, I argue that perceptions of the police and
the government may be related to attitudes on arming teachers for two reasons. Police are
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representatives of the hegemony and personal encounters with the police shape not only
perceptions of the police, but the government more generally (Justice & Meares, 2014; Tyler
& Trinker, 2017). Secondly, experiences of fairness with the police can either facilitate or
undermine attachment to other institutions of social control, such as schools and the
government (Gouveia-Pereira et al., 2003; Hyman & Perone, 1998; Shedd, 2015). Figure 1
depicts the proposed model.
The subsequent sections of this thesis will proceed as follows. Chapter Two will
discuss school victimization and security trends from the 1990s through the present using
data from the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Statistics. Next, I will
present research examining students’ attitudes toward school security measures and the effect
of such practices on students’ perceptions of safety. The subsequent section begins with a
discussion of the role of schools in the socialization process, a description of the Relational
Model of Authority and a detailed discussion of how perceptions of fairness across
educational and legal domains influence attitudes on arming teachers. Chapter Three
describes the research design, data, and measures that will be used in this study. Chapter Four
presents the study findings and Chapter Five discusses both the policy and research
implications of the findings from this thesis.

9

Figure 1. Proposed Model Linking Arming Teachers Attitudes to Race and
Perceptions of Fairness.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
The following chapter is divided into several sections. The first section provides an overview
of school victimization and security trends. Second, research related to students’ perceptions
of school security and the effect of these practices is examined. This literature highlights race
differences in students’ perceptions and the effect of school security measures. Then, the role
of schools in socialization and the development of orientations towards institutions and
authorities is reviewed, which highlights differential socialization by race/ethnicity vis-à-vis
school experiences. The two preceding sections are used to form the argument regarding the
mechanisms that account for race differences in attitudes toward arming teachers. The
subsequent section provides a brief discussion of the Relational Model of Authority and how
perceptions of fairness inform attitudes toward institutional authorities. The last sections
discuss the importance of procedural fairness in school experiences and during interactions
with the police, while highlighting how these experiences vary by race.
BACKGROUND: TRENDS IN SCHOOL VICTIMIZATION AND SECURITY
Notwithstanding the unfounded fear over school shootings giving rise to school
securitization, school violence statistics indicate that schools have been and continue to be
relatively safe places. Although no official data for school crime exists, the most prominent
data are maintained and released annually by the U.S. Department of Education’s National
Center for Education in a report entitled “Indicators of School Crime and Safety.” Overall,
since the 1990s, total victimization 3 rates for students ages 12-18 have substantially declined,
from a high of 181 victimizations per 1,000 students in 1992 to 33 such victimizations per
1,000 students in 2017 (Musu et al., 2019). Moreover, the majority of victimization occurring

3

Total victimizations include theft, rape, sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assault and simple assault.
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at school are minor. For example, in 2017, out of the two percent of students’ who reported
any type of victimization at school in the preceding six months, one percent reported theft,
one percent reported violent victimization, and less than one-half of one percent reported
serious violent victimization 4 (Musu et al., 2019).
Furthermore, this decline in victimization rates at school resembles the decline in
victimizations occurring outside of school among the 12-18-year-old population. Between
1990 and early 2000s, rates of serious violent victimization away from school were
approximately two times greater than the rate in school (Musu et al., 2019). Similar trends
are observed for rates of homicides for youth ages 5-18. Between 1992 and 2016, less than
three percent of all youth homicides (ages 5-18) occurred at school (Musu et al., 2019). In
fact, during the 2015-2016 school year, only 18 of the 1,478 youth homicides (ages 5-18)
occurred at school.
Ironically, the decline in school victimization trends is in contrast with school
security trends nationwide. In fact, during the time when school security began to intensify,
rates of youth victimization and homicides occurring at school had been declining (Musu et
al., 2019). The proliferation of school security and discipline practices nationwide has
effectively transformed schools’ disciplinary and security regimes, fueling a trend toward
more punitive practices (Addington, 2009; Kupchick, 2010). These strategies include strict
zero-tolerance policies, increased reliance on security personnel and law enforcement, and
the use of target hardening measures, such as metal detectors and surveillance cameras
(Musu et al., 2019). Certain measures, such as locking or monitoring doors and school entry
points, are intended to limit and control access to school campuses. Other practices, such as

Serious violent victimizations include serious violent crimes – rape, sexual assault, robbery, and aggravated
assault – and simple assault.
4
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the use of target hardening, are intended to monitor the behavior of students, visitors, and
school personnel.
Between 1999 and 2015, the percent of public schools reporting that they control
access to school buildings during school hours has increased from 74 percent to 94 percent,
respectively (Musu et al., 2019). Likewise, in 2015, 68 percent of schools reported that they
require faculty and staff to wear badges and/or school IDs at school, compared to the 26
percent reported in 1999. During this period, however, there appear to be no significant
changes in the use of random metal detector checks and daily metal detector use. However,
there has been a significant increase in the use of security cameras, from 19 percent of public
schools reporting using security cameras in 1999 to 81 percent in 2015 (Musu et al., 2019).
Furthermore, the use of police/security personnel in school safety has certainly become more
common over the past 20 years. Based on student reports, the presence of security guards
and/or police officers in public schools increased from 54 percent in 1999 to 71 percent in
2017. While not as pronounced, almost all other measures of school security as observed by
students increased over this period (Musu et al., 2019).
Evidently, the proliferation of school securitization has not grown out of escalations
in school violence. Rather, the expansion of security measures in American schools has been
structured within the context of broader trends in crime control within the United States
(Hirschfield, 2008). Consequently, much like the patterns of policing and punishment
observed in the criminal justice system, there are large socio-economical and racial
disparities in the implementation of school security practices. Although limited, existing
research has found that schools with higher proportions of disadvantaged students and
students of color utilize intense security measures (Hirschfield, 2008; Kupchick & Ward,
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2014; Kupchick, 2010; Wacquant, 2001) and that minority students are disproportionately
subject to punitive disciplinary practices (Payne & Welch, 2010; US Department of
Education, 2018; Welch & Payne, 2010). This differential implementation of security and
discipline can certainly result in perceptions of inequitable treatment among minority youth.
STUDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL SECURITY PRACTICES
Students’ perceptions of school security practices, including arming teachers, has received
little scholarly discussion and inquiry. Only two studies have specifically examined youths’
attitudes on the issue. The first study uses a non-representative sample of 941 high school
students (grades 10-12) recruited through the 2013 Hamilton College Youth Poll5 to assess
students’ attitudes and perceptions towards school violence and gun policies (Wu, 2018).
Overall, approximately three-quarters (73%) of students agree (54%) or strongly agree (19%)
with the statement that “schools that have properly trained armed nonteaching staff would
become safer places.” Furthermore, the study finds significant sex differences in youths’
opinions on the issues, with female students being less likely to agree that arming
nonteaching school staff will make schools safer (Wu, 2018).
The second study uses a nationally representative sample of 10th- through 12-grade
students participating in the October 2018 national administration of the ACT Test 6 to assess
students’ perceptions of school safety. Students were asked their opinion on allowing
teachers and staff members to receive special training to carry guns in school. Overall, most
students (46%) opposed arming specially trained teachers/staff, 34 percent were in favor of
the idea, and 19 percent were neutral (Croft, Moore & Guffy, 2010). There were also both

5

Respondents were selected at random using telephone numbers and residential addresses; the response rate for
the survey was 60%.
6 Approximately 16,000 students completed the optional survey that was sent to them following completion of
the ACT; the response rate for the survey was 17%.
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gender and race differences in students’ opinions on the issue, with male students being more
supportive of the policy (45%), relative to female students (27%). With regards to
race/ethnicity, White students were more supportive (43%) than were Hispanic (24%), Asian
(21%) and Black (21%) students. Additionally, students were asked whether arming trained
teachers/staff would make schools safer. Most commonly students (38%) perceived that their
school would be less safe if the policy was introduced, 30 percent indicated that schools
would be about as safe as they currently are, and 32 percent of students reported they
believed their school would be safer. Males were more positive in their assessment of the
policy, with 44 percent reporting that their schools would be safer with trained armed
teachers/staff, compared to the 25 percent of females who indicated the same. As for race, 41
percent of White, 23 percent of Hispanic, 19 percent of Asian and 13 percent of Black
students believed their school would be safer with armed teachers/staff (Croft, Moore &
Guffy, 2010).
Similarly, very few studies have directly examined students’ attitudes towards school
security practices in general. The limited research available suggests that the use of school
security practices has very little to do with students’ feelings of safety, as students do not
agree with the premise of using such security measures and do not perceive these strategies
to be effective. For example, Bracy’s (2011) yearlong ethnography of two mid-Atlantic high
schools and interviews with 10 students provides one of the few insights into students’
opinions on the security practices utilized by their schools. Bracy (2011) found that students
do not believe that the SROs in their school contribute to the overall safety of the school and
are opposed to the use of additional security measures, such as metal detectors and
surveillance cameras. In contrast to these findings, using data from a sample of 230 students
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from four schools in Brownsville, Texas, Brown (2006) concludes that the majority of
students (over 60%) perceive that both police and security officers in their schools contribute
to the overall safety of the school; however, there was less agreement about whether there
should be more surveillance in the form of police and security officers, and whether school
security should use metal detectors. 7
Some studies have examined the effect of school security practices on student fear of
crime and perceptions of safety; however, research in this area is underdeveloped and
findings suggest inconsistent effects on student outcomes. For example, using data from the
1993 National Household Education Survey: School Safety and Discipline Component,
Schreck and colleagues (2003) concluded that some school security measures increased
student worry about victimization. 8 Similarly, using data from the National Longitudinal
Study of Adolescent Health (AddHealth), Gastic (2011) found that the use of metal detectors
decreased students’ perceptions of safety at school, findings which are consistent with other
studies (Bachman et al., 2011; Johnson et al., 2018; Mayer & Leone, 1999; PerumeanChaney & Sutton, 2013).
Moreover, there is some evidence that the effects of school security measures vary for
Black, White and Hispanic youth. For example, using data from the 2005 School Crime
Supplement to the National Crime Victimization Survey, Bachman and colleagues (2011)
found interactions between race and school security measures on student fear. While the
presence of metal detectors increased fear among both White and Black students, the
Results from chi-square analysis revealed significant gender differences in students’ opinions pertaining to the
use of metal detectors, with males being significantly more likely than females to oppose the use of metal
detectors.
8 Specifically, the study found that crime prevention in the form of locked doors, restroom limits, supervised
hallways and drug education programs correspond to increased fear of theft victimization; locked doors and
drug education programs increased student fear of robbery victimization; and the use of metal detectors, locked
doors, restroom limits, and supervised hallways significantly increased fear of assault victimization.
7

16

presence of security guards only increased fear of crime for White students (Bachman et al.,
2011). Similarly, using data from the Maryland Safe and Supportive School Initiative,
Johnson and co-authors (2018) report that in schools with high number of cameras inside the
building9, students report lower perceptions of school safety. However, the authors’ found
that in schools with higher numbers of cameras inside and outside of the building, Black
students had significantly higher perceptions of school safety, relative to White students
(Johnson et al., 2018). Further, in schools with a greater number of security officers, Latino
students and students from other racial/ethnic backgrounds perceived school to be less safe,
relative to White students (Johnson et al., 2018).
Overall, research examining students’ perceptions of school security and the factors
that are related to these perceptions is limited. Findings from the body of research reviewed
above suggest that students generally oppose the use of school security practices.
Furthermore, although research examining the effect of security measures has found mixed
results, there is evidence of racial differences in the effect of such practices. The following
section examines the importance of school experiences for attitudes towards educational
authorities and authorities in the broader sense. Given the significant function of schools in
the process of socialization, school experiences may have differential effects on White and
minority youth in terms of developing perceptions of authority. These differential perceptions
of authority among Black and White youth may be predictive of their attitudes towards
arming teachers.
THE ROLE OF SCHOOLS IN SOCIALIZATION
As a key agent of socialization, the school plays a key role in the development of children’s

9

Inside cameras was measured using the aggregate of six observed location; the count was binned into tertiles:
low tertile = 5-11, mid tertile = 12-16, and high tertile = 17-42.
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orientations towards institutional authority. Public school systems are charged with the task
of training students for practical occupations, as well as providing youth with civic education
and knowledge about the shared values of a democratic society. In fact, educational reformer
John Dewey (1916) argued that schools represent “laboratories of democracy” wherein
children are socialized into appropriate social positions for a democratic society.
Furthermore, as a key institution of socialization, it is within the school context that children
initially experience the power of institutional authorities (Emler & Reicher, 1995). These
experiences in school are especially salient for two reasons. One, it is through these
experiences that children learn about their positions within society (Emler & Reicher, 1995).
Secondly, school experiences influence the development of orientation towards school
authority and authority beyond the school context (Reicher & Emler, 1985).
Moreover, against the backdrop of democratic ideals, schools are intended to “level
the playing field” in terms of facilitating achievement and upward mobility (Arum, 2003;
Durkheim, 1965; Hochschield & Scovronick, 2003). However, in reality, the American
educational system has functioned as a source of upward mobility for some, and as a
mechanism reproducing racial and social inequalities for others. In addition to their academic
curriculum, Justice and Meares (2014) argue that schools offer a “hidden curriculum,” one
that is race- and classed-based and includes:
“lessons about who matters, or does not, and whether the overt school curriculum,
and the republic for which it stands, is legitimate or arbitrary, liberating or
oppressive…. At its worst, the hidden curriculum of the public school can offer
lessons in who is deserving of arbitrary or harsh punishments; whose gender or color
or social class is a liability; whose history does not count; and whose language,
customs, and values are of no consequence” (165-166).
Indeed, the racialized patterns of school security correspond to broader trends of
social control within the United States. In their capacity as socialization tools, school security
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practices reinforce social roles shaped by class and race/ethnicity. Dewey (1916) noted that
more so than the content of classroom lessons, the physical and social environments of
schools teach students about their roles within society. The interactions children experience
with educational authorities lay the foundation for interactions beyond the educational
context. Disparities in the application of school security suggest that school experiences
differ considerably for youth of varied racial and ethnic backgrounds. Youths’ perceptions
about the fairness of their educational experiences has important implications for the
development of positive orientations towards the authorities and institutions that are
entrusted with keeping youth safe.
RELATIONAL MODEL OF AUTHORITY
The factors which facilitate the development of orientations toward authority has previously
been studied using the relational models of procedural justice, namely the Group Value
Model (Lind & Tyler, 1988) and the Relational Model of Authority (Tyler & Lind, 1992).
Within this framework, perceptions of procedural justice are key in determining the
trustworthiness and legitimacy of authority. Procedural justice is the perception that agents of
social control exercise their authority in a fair and just manner (Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Tyler,
2006). In this context, legitimacy is the belief that a given system of power has the right to
command and dictate behavior (Tyler, 2006). In other words, legitimacy is born out of the
perception that authorities use fair procedures while exercising their regulatory authority
(Tyler, 2006). When people believe that institutions and their representatives treat people
fairly and respectfully, allow people to voice their opinions, act in a benevolent and
trustworthy manner, and are transparent and objective in their decision-making – i.e. when
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they are procedurally just – they will come to view these institutions as trustworthy and
legitimate (Fagan & Tyler, 2005).
Furthermore, trust and procedural justice are closely intertwined in that people are
more inclined to trust authorities when they perceive authorities are exercising their power in
a fair and just manner. Similarly, research suggests that procedural fairness is necessary for
authorities to obtain trust and legitimacy (Tyler, 2006; Tyler & Huo, 2002). However,
procedural justice scholars argue that trust and legitimacy are two distinct but overlapping
concepts. Trust is a subjective judgment that constitutes the belief that institutional actors
will behave according to socially defined expectations associated with that role (Jackson and
Gau, 2015). Conversely, legitimacy is defined as the belief that an institution has the right to
power which subsequently results in the acceptance of and willing deference to that authority
(Jackson and Gau, 2015). Therefore, it is through judgments about the appropriateness of an
institution that legitimacy and trust converge – the perceived obligation to obey authority
encapsulates the belief that authorities have the right to exercise power and dictate behavior
and that authorities can be trusted to wield their power appropriately and in a manner that is
beneficial to their subordinates. Within this context, inferences regarding the trustworthiness
of authority are particularly important because perceptions of trust have implications for the
type of treatment an individual can expect in future interactions with that specific authority
and other similar authorities (Tyler & Lind, 1992).
Judgments concerning the legitimacy of authorities are vital, as perceptions of
legitimacy are essential for shaping supportive attitudes toward authority (Jackson et al.,
2013; Tyler, 2006). Procedural justice models are rooted in the normative theory of
compliance and therefore emphasize the development of favorable attitudes toward authority
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that result in voluntary deference and consent to authority (Beetham, 1991; Tyler, 2006).
Perceptions of the legitimacy and trustworthiness of authority, therefore, stem from
judgments of procedural fairness, which, in turn, result in voluntary compliance with the
directives of authority. The Group Value Model of procedural justice suggests that concerns
about justice stem from identity and relational motives, rather than instrumental concerns
(Tyler & Lind, 1992). Specifically, reactions to procedures derive from concerns about one’s
social relationship to the authority or institution that employed the procedure, as well as
concerns about one’s social standing in society (Tyler & Lind, 1992). Procedures
communicate information about one’s relationship with the authority or institution that enacts
the procedure. Furthermore, procedures have important implications for feelings of selfworth. Procedures that are viewed as fair are indicative of a positive relationship with
authority and high status within society, which are necessary elements for self-validation.
It is within this context that this study examines whether perceptions of authority
influence attitudes on arming teachers. The following sections highlight the importance of
procedural fairness in school experiences and in interactions with legal authorities, and how
these experiences differ for Black and White youth. The use of fair practices across these
overlapping domains of authority contributes to the trustworthiness and legitimacy of
authority, which in turn, should translate into support for the policy. Youth who believe
educational and legal institutions are legitimate are more likely to trust that their teachers will
use the power of guns fairly and will be more likely to feel safe if their teachers are armed.
SCHOOL EXPERIENCES AND PROCEDURAL JUSTICE
The school is a key developmental context wherein children are exposed to multiple
authority figures. Interactions with educational authorities provide children the opportunity to
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experience the power of institutional authorities and these experiences influence attitudes
towards authorities more broadly (Tyler & Trinker, 2017). Prior research has shown that the
use of fair procedures in the educational context is a strong precursor to perceiving both
educational and non-educational authorities as legitimate and trustworthy (Gouveia-Pereir et
al., 2003; Gregory & Ripski, 2008; Trinkner & Cohn, 2014). The following section examines
how experiences within the educational context influence the development of attitudes
toward institutional authorities.
The teacher-student relationship is particularly important in the socialization process.
The use of fair procedures in the school domain is a strong precursor of teacher legitimacy
and trustworthiness. Ill-defined rules, inconsistent rule enforcement, harsh and punitive
disciplinary practices, and a lack of student autonomy are elements that undermine the
development of conceptions of legitimate authority (Arum, 2003; Gottfredson et al., 2005).
Similar to the elements of fairness in policing, fairness in teaching is comprised of care and
neutrality. Fair teachers take interest in students and show students that they care by
respecting them (Dornbusch et al., 2001). Perceptions of supportive and caring adults at
school are important determinants of a strong sense of school community, deference to
school and classroom rules, and perceptions of fair treatment (Akiba, 2010; James, Bunch &
Clay-Warner, 2015; Wentzel, 1998). Secondly, fair teaching practices require consistent and
transparent rule enforcement, explanation of decisions and opportunity for expression of
views (Gottfredson et al., 2005). Once teacher legitimacy is earned, it is maintained through
the continued use of fair practices (Elliott, 2009; Harjunen, 2011; Pace & Hemmings, 2007;
Truman & Schrodt, 2006). Students who perceive that their teachers care about and respect
them are more likely to trust that their teachers will exercise benevolent authority (Harjunen,
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2011; Pace & Hemmings, 2007; Truman & Schrodt, 2006). Thus, youths’ perceptions of fair
practices in school may translate into trusting that armed teachers will act in their best
interest and use this power wisely.
Past studies have shown that procedural fairness is important for both teacher
legitimacy and the school environment (Cornell et al., 2016; Kupchik, 2016; Yeager et al.,
2017). For example, Gouveia-Pereira and co-authors (2003) surveyed a sample of
approximately 400 students aged 15-18 years old from five different schools and found that
the quality of treatment received at school heavily weighted in students’ evaluations of
teacher legitimacy. Moreover, it is neither the strictness of school rules nor the mere exercise
of authority that necessarily undermine legitimacy, but rather how authority is exercised. For
example, using data from a sample of middle and high school students participating in
Virginia’s Secondary School Climate Survey, Cornell and co-authors (2016) concluded that
authoritative school climates, where the rules are strict but fairly enforced with a high level
of support, promote school safety.
Additionally, using a purposive sample of 32 discipline-referred high school students,
Gregory and Ripski (2008) found that when teachers used a relational approach to discipline
(a construct similar to procedural justice), they instilled a sense of trust in students. Trinkner
and Cohn (2014) found similar results in that the more youth perceived that teachers behaved
in a fair manner, the more likely they were to view them as legitimate. Highlighting the
importance of interactional fairness, Shedd (2015) proposes that schools are perceived as
either safe havens or staging areas for symbolic or actual danger and, depending upon the
quality of interactions with various socialization agents, students may view the authority that
surveil them as threatening.

23

Past research indicates that the perceived fairness of school security is related to the
actual effectiveness of such efforts. Intense security environments can foster feelings of
resentment in students due to the infringement of their privacy, and the use of excessively
punitive practices may result in feelings of anger and increased distrust of school personnel
(Hyman & Perone, 1998). The clear communication of rules and behavioral expectations by
school authorities has been found to be associated with lower rates of victimization and
violence within schools (Johnson, 2009). Similarly, schools in which the rules are perceived
as fairly and consistently enforced are generally safer and experience lower levels of disorder
(Cohen & Geier, 2010; Gottfredson et al., 2005; Johnson, 2009; Thapa et al., 2013).
Moreover, perceptions of fairness in interactions with educational authorities may
spill over onto youths’ evaluations of their experiences with other social institutions (Amorso
& Ware, 1983). For example, Gouveia-Pereira and colleagues (2003) found that the quality
of treatment received at school not only increased teacher legitimacy but was also associated
with more positive evaluations of law enforcement. Experiences of justice and injustice in
school shape students’ perceptions and expectations about the justice system and other social
institutions, and these experiences are particularly important for institutional trust. For
example, Jennings and Niemi (1974) found that judgments of school fairness are associated
with high school seniors’ trust in the government. The quality of treatment received in school
informs students about their place in society (Emler & Reicher, 2005). Specifically, in line
with the Relational Model of Authority, feelings of procedural fairness result in students’
feeling as valued members of the school community, which, in turn, increases their trust in
the institutional capacity of the school (Emler & Reicher, 2005; Grover, Limber &
Boberiene, 2015).
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DIFFERENCES BY RACE AND ETHNICITY
Moreover, research on these relationships provides some evidence of significant withinschool racial differences in students’ perceptions of school rule and security fairness. For
instance, Sheets’ (1996) qualitative interviews with 16 students from an urban high school
located in the Pacific Northwest revealed that minority10 and White students both observe
racial discrimination in school disciplinary actions. However, White students perceive this to
be unintentional whereas minority students perceive it as conscious and deliberate. Similarly,
in analyzing student survey data from the U.S. Department of Education’s Civil Rights Data
Collection for 1980 and 1990, Arum (2003) found that relative to White and Hispanic
students, Black students are more likely to perceive school rules and rule enforcement
practices as unfair. Johnson and colleagues (2006) similarly found that compared to White
and Hispanic students, Black students are less likely to report that their teachers respect them.
Furthermore, using data from the 2001 School Crime Supplement to the National
Crime Victimization Survey, Kupchik and Ellis (2008) found that race and gender intersect
to influence perceptions of fairness. Although relative to White and Latino/a students, Black
youth are significantly less likely to perceive school rules and rule enforcement as fair, Black
males report higher perceptions of school rule fairness and rule clarity. Lastly, Portillos and
co-authors’ (2012) study exemplifies the multifaceted and complex relationship between
school security and students’ perceptions. Through qualitative interviews with a sample of
Chicana/o youth, they found that most students did not feel safe in school and did not believe
their school’s security measures can protect them (Portillos et al., 2012). However, students
who did feel safe in school were more likely to relate positive experiences with teachers and

10

Minority students include students who are African American, Filipino-American and Chicano-American.
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school officials and, more importantly, these students expressed feeling respected by their
teachers. Additionally, students perceive their school’s surveillance and security measures to
be ineffective in preventing or deterring criminal behavior. Lastly, although students
expressed positive attitudes towards their SROs, they perceive that school rules are unfairly
enforced in that they are disproportionately and unfairly targeted (Portillos et al., 2012).
The racial/ethnic differences in perceptions of fairness are likely the result of
contextual effects, such as socioeconomic and community factors. For example, prior
research suggests that attitudes towards authorities and perceptions of fairness are also
patterned by sociological factors (race) and the environment (Arum, 2000; Cao et al., 1996;
Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1985; Greenburg, 1986; Ho & McKean, 2004). Furthermore, the
perceptions of unfairness uncovered by existing research is not surprising given that
racial/ethnic minority students are disproportionately subjected to punitive school
disciplinary practices. For instance, according to the US Department of Education Office for
Civil Rights (OCR), during the 2015-16 school year, Black males made up 8 percent of
enrolled students but accounted for 25 percent of students who received out-of-school
suspension. Similarly, Black females represented 8 percent of student enrollment and 14
percent of students who received out-of-school suspension (US Department of Education,
2018). Similar findings of disproportionately have been reported in other studies (Anyon et
al., 2018; Fabelo et al., 2011; Welch & Payne, 2010). Additionally, these trends are further
substantiated by findings from research investigating the interconnectedness between implicit
bias and school discipline outcomes. Overall, findings from this body of research has found
that teachers’ unconscious racial attitudes negatively impact their interactions with students
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of color, which more often results in minority students being perceived as problematic
(Anyon et al., 2018; Marchbanks et al., 2018).
In sum, the preceding section illustrates that the key antecedent for the legitimacy of
and trust in educational authorities is the fairness of the procedures used in the school
environment. The use of fair practices can also affect the school climate and students’
perceptions of safety. Perceptions of procedural fairness in experiences within the school
context are necessary for the development of positive orientations towards authorities, which
in turn, may influence whether students will trust that teachers will use the power of being
armed in a fair manner. Furthermore, there is evidence suggesting that Black and White
youth differ in their perceptions of authority due to their differential socialization and school
experiences. Overall, this research suggests that minority youth have diminished perceptions
of disciplinary fairness, which inevitably compromises the legitimacy of educational
authorities, and may result in minority students to infer that teachers cannot be trusted to act
fairly if they are armed.
PROCEDURAL JUSTICE IN CONTACTS WITH THE POLICE
The following section discusses the role of experiences with the police in constructing
orientations toward authority. Perceptions of the trustworthiness and legitimacy of the police
are particularly important because the police are representative of the government. Due to the
high prevalence of police in schools, it is probable that perceptions of law enforcement
spillover to the school environment and influence support for arming teachers. The literature
reviewed in this section further emphasizes the importance of interactional fairness for the
development of positive orientations towards institutional actors.
Formative experiences with the legal system and its representatives have the power to
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transform youths’ understanding of justice and their relations with other authorities,
including teachers (Hyman & Perone, 1998; Shedd, 2015). Early interactions with legal
authorities have important implications for orientations toward institutional authority
(Reicher & Emler, 1985). In an era when school punishment overlaps with policing, and
SROs are integrated into the school environment, experiences with the police are important
for evaluations of authorities (Weitzer & Tuch, 2006).
Children are initially taught to seek the help of law enforcement when they fear for
their safety. Many children are told to expect fair treatment and decision-making from
authorities and expect the police will act out of benevolent and caring motives. However, for
many children, their initial experiences with legal authorities bear little resemblance to this
idealized version of the law. This discord reinforces the message that the police are
authorities who are to be feared and avoided (Fratello et al., 2013). Negative experiences
with the police have detrimental consequences for the socialization process. Namely,
negative experiences delegitimize the police and undermine their monopoly on the use of
force (Jackson et al., 2013; Tyler & Trinker, 2017). Secondly, research has shown that
compromised legitimacy has important implications for how people handle threats to their
safety (Jackson et al., 2013; Slocum et al., 2016; Tankebe, 2009). Individuals who distrust
the police may feel unable to turn to legal or other institutional authorities for assistance. In
this scenario, distrust of authorities enforces a sense of personal accountability for one’s
safety, and retaliation and violence become acceptable alternatives to reliance on the police
(Jackson et al., 2013; Slocum et al., 2016; Tankebe, 2009).
A key dynamic in the socialization process is the legitimation of authority (Fagan &
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Tyler, 2005). Past research on police contact with juveniles has shown that personal
encounters with the police (Fagan & Tyler 2005; Norman, 2009; Slocum et al., 2016; Slocum
& Wiley, 2018) and experiences shared by others (Brunson & Weitzer, 2009; Flexon et al.,
2009; Gau & Brunson, 2010) are major factors in developing youths’ attitudes towards the
police. Contact with the police can convey different messages to youth and these messages
are particularly salient for youth and their perceptions of authorities (Tyler & Trinker, 2017).
The quality of treatment received by the police determines whether the messages
communicated are threat and fear or reassurance and safety (Fratello et al., 2013). The extent
to which police officers exercise their authority fairly and objectively determines whether
interactions with the police will reinforce police legitimacy or contribute to legal cynicism
(Tyler & Trinker, 2017).
There is substantial empirical evidence in support of the importance of interactional
fairness for youth’s procedural justice judgments. For example, using data from a large
sample of 12-16-year-olds in England, Emler and Reicher (1995) found that the youth in
their sample were especially concerned about whether the police were honest, not
unnecessarily brutal and impartial in their protection provided to the community. Similar
concerns are echoed in Gau and Brunson’s (2010) interviews with 45 black and white young
men aged 13-17, who expressed that respectful treatment and whether they believed that the
police were also sources of victimization played into their evaluations of the police.
Additionally, using data from a sample of 10-15-year-olds participating in the second
National Evaluation of the Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T) program,
Slocum and Wiley (2018) found that among youth with recent police encounters, youth who
were satisfied with their treatment had more favorable perceptions of police procedural
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justice, relative to those who were dissatisfied. In addition, compared to their counterparts
with neutral encounters, Latino and Black youth with satisfactory police encounters rated the
police as less unjust. Using data from the same dataset, Slocum and colleagues (2016) found
that youth with unsatisfactory or neutral police-initiated encounters view the police as more
procedurally unjust, relative to those with no contact, whereas perceptions of procedural
justice did not vary among youth with no contact and those with satisfactory encounters.
These findings highlight the fact that procedurally just encounters with the police are
especially salient for shaping attitudes towards the police.
Moreover, the importance of interactions with the police for orientations toward
authority is highlighted by the growth of SROs in primary and secondary schools.
Approximately 42% of schools in the United States have a sworn police officer stationed on
their campuses (Musu et al., 2019). While SROs were originally intended to help cultivate a
safe school environment, their roles and responsibilities have since expanded to encompass
student discipline and enforcement of school policy (James & McCallion, 2013). The tasking
of law enforcement with managing student misbehavior has increased the use of formal and
punitive responses to school misbehavior (US Department of Education, 2018). SROs often
employ the same practices used in crime control in the streets 11; the use of such practices in
the school context have criminalized student behavior and have delegitimized the police and
non-police authorities (Hyman & Perone, 1998; Tyler & Trinker, 2017).
The presence of police officers in the school setting places youth at an increased risk
of police contact. As a result, the ramification of their behavior is likely to spill over into
youths’ evaluations of the legitimacy of the school. Evidence from ethnographic accounts

For example, an SRO at a high school in Arkansas was captured on video earlier this year putting a Black
male student in a chokehold and lifting the student off of the ground.
11
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confirm that students’ interactions with SROs at school are often tinged with hostility, bias
and disrespect, which is reflective of their experiences dealing with police outside of the
school setting (Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Tyler et al., 2014). For example, Shedd’s (2015) mixedmethods research with Chicago youth demonstrates how negative direct and vicarious
experiences with educational and legal authorities foster distrust of authorities in general and
induce feelings of powerlessness among youth who experience police mistreatment.
Conversely, positive interactions with SROs can yield more favorable views of school police
and police in general. For example, Theriot (2016) found that as the number of interactions
with SROs increased, so did students’ views that SROs are fair, helpful, and capable to stop
school violence, and positive attitudes toward SROs were related to positive feelings about
the police in general. Similarly, Fagan and Tyler (2005) report that adolescents’ views about
the legitimacy of police are linked to their evaluations of the procedures used by the police,
school disciplinary personnel and private security personnel.
DIFFERENCES BY RACE AND ETHNICITY
Furthermore, studies have found racial and ethnic differences in youths’ experiences with
and attitudes toward the police. With regards to contact with law enforcement in the school
setting, data from the US Department of Education Office for Civil Rights (OCR) shows that
Black students face greater rates of school arrests, relative to their White counterparts.
Specifically, during the 2015-16 school year, Black students made up only 15 percent of the
overall school population, however they represented 31 percent of students who were
referred to law enforcement or arrested (US Department of Education, 2018). Additionally,
using data from a large sample of high school students participating in the Minnesota Student
Survey, Pentek and Eisenberg (2018) found that, relative to White students, minority students
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had less positive perceptions of SROs, experienced higher rates of school discipline, and
were less likely to view SROs as being beneficial for school safety. Other studies have relied
on qualitative interviews to document minority youths’ experiences with the police. Gau and
Brunson (2010) revealed that although black and white youth alike report being frequently
stopped and questioned by the police, White youth are less frequently stopped. Similarly,
although black and white youth frequently experienced disrespect and indignity during
encounters with the police, officers more often used derogatory and demeaning language
toward Black youth. Similar experiences are echoed in other studies wherein Black youth
report being stopped by the police more frequently (Brunson & Weitzer, 2009; Hagan et al.,
2005) and are more often subject to verbal abuse (Brunson & Weitzer, 2009). These
demeaning experiences with the police convey a message of distrust and social marginality
and promote the illegitimacy of the law (Jones, 2014).
Additionally, a number of studies report that, relative to White youth, minority youth
report generally less favorable attitudes toward the police (Brick et al., 2009; Hagan et al.,
2005; Gau & Brunson, 2010; Rusinko et al., 1987; Taylor et al., 2001). However,
interestingly, it may be that the mechanisms influencing perceptions of the police may vary
for Black and White youth. For example, Brunson (2007) has found that both direct and
vicarious police experiences were important for Black youths’ perceptions of the police.
In sum, youths’ perceptions of how procedurally just the police are may shape
attitudes toward arming teachers for two reasons. First, youths’ perceptions of fairness in
interactions with the police can carry over into evaluations of authorities in other social
institutions, such as schools. Second, evaluations of interactions with law enforcement in the
school setting may spillover into evaluations of the trustworthiness and legitimacy of the
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school. Perceptions of the police as fair and just further reinforces the legitimacy of social
institutions, which, in turn, increases trust in these institutions. Furthermore, the literature
reviewed suggests that Black youth are disproportionately referred to law enforcement or
arrested during school, and during their interactions with police in and out of school, Black
youth more likely experience disrespect and humiliation. These experiences contribute to
negative orientations toward institutional authorities. As a result, Black youth will be less
trusting that armed teachers will be fair with the power of guns at their disposal.
CURRENT STUDY
The current scholarship suggests that school security may have adverse consequences for
student’s perception of safety. Secondly, evidence points to racial/ethnic disparities in the
implementation and distribution of school security, as well as racial variations in the effect of
such practices. This study contributes to existing research by assessing the variation in
student support and feelings of safety related to arming teachers. I argue that youths’
orientations toward institutions and authorities may be predictive of attitudes towards arming
teachers. The procedural justice model proposes that perceptions of educational and police
fairness are linked to the legitimacy of and trust in these authorities. I propose that
perceptions of fairness in interactions with these authorities translate into support for arming
teachers, as well as improved perceptions of safety, through the mechanisms of trust and
legitimacy. Moreover, the current evidence of the differential distribution of school security
and discipline suggest that both attitudes on arming teachers and perceptions of fairness may
vary by student race. Therefore, I examine the extent of the variation in student support for
the policy and how their perceptions of safety may change, and whether perceptions of the
fairness of educational, legal and governmental institutions and authorities mediate the effect
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of race on support and perceptions of safety. The conceptual model of the hypothesized
relationships is shown in Figure 2.
This model makes obvious that the effect of procedural justice and fairness operate
via trust and legitimacy; however, this mechanism is not tested due to data limitations.
Instead, the focus is on the direct relationship between procedural justice/fairness and support
for arming teachers and feelings of safety if teachers are armed.12 Based on the procedural
justice model, the following hypotheses are tested:
H1:

There will be significant racial differences in student support for arming teachers. I
expect that black students will be less likely to support the arming of teachers.

H2:

There will be significant racial differences in students’ feelings of safety if teachers
are armed. I expect that black students will feel less safe in school if teachers are
armed.

H3:

Students who perceive the police as procedurally just and their teachers, school rules,
and the government as fair will be more likely to support arming teachers and will
feel safer if teachers are armed.

H4:

Perceptions of police procedural justice, perceived teacher and school rule fairness,
and perceived government fairness mediate the effect of race on support for arming
teachers.

H5:

Perceptions of police procedural justice, perceived teacher and school rule fairness,
and perceived government fairness mediate the effect of race on feelings of safety if
teachers are armed.

The teacher, school rule and government fairness variables used in this study do not represent all aspects of
procedural justice and are narrowly focused on fairness, whereas the police procedural justice scale captures
more characteristics of procedural justice. Therefore, due to the relatively narrow aspects of procedural justice
captured by the teacher, school rule and government fairness scales, slightly different terminology are used
when referencing perceptions of fairness.
12
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Figure 2. Conceptual Model.
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CHAPTER THREE: DATA AND METHODOLOGY
The current study uses survey data collected from a sample of middle and high school
students participating in the University of Missouri—St Louis Comprehensive School Safety
Initiative (UMSL CSSI) project. The goal of UMSL CSSI is to investigate the causes and
consequences of school violence, including students’ experience with school rules and safety,
law enforcement, victimization and offending. The UMSL CSSI project consists of a threeyear panel design involving two cohorts of students (7th and 8th grade students) enrolled in 12
middle schools across six districts in St. Louis County.13
St. Louis County is located in a metropolitan area that offers a diverse setting in terms
of population demographics and socio-economic status. School districts were strategically
selected in order to allow for a representative sample of schools that would be considered
high, moderate, and low risk based on a range of factors, including geographic location,
school size, and the percent of students eligible for free and reduced lunch. Six school
districts agreed to participate in the research project; there were 12 middle schools in these
six districts and approximately 4,700 students were enrolled in the 7th and 8th grades during
the 2016-2017 school year when the study began. Five of the 12 schools are categorized as
high-risk (80% or more of students are on free or reduced lunch); four schools are considered
moderate-risk (between 41% and 80% of students on free or reduced lunch); and three
schools are classified as low-risk (41% or less of students on free or reduced lunch).
Sample loss in survey research is inevitable and several effective strategies were
utilized by the UMSL CSSI research team to minimize sample loss. Teachers were recruited
to assist with the return of active parental consent forms and were reimbursed $2 per every

13

See https://www.umsl.edu/ccj/cssi/UMSL-CSSI-Overview.pdf.
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completed consent form returned, regardless of whether consent was given or denied. To
enhance the return of consent forms, teachers were offered added incentives if their
classroom consent form return rates met certain thresholds14. There were 4,719 students
enrolled in the 7th and 8th grades in the 12 schools; of these students, parental consent was
obtained from 3,663 (77.6%), 3.5% of parents refused consent and 18.9% of students failed
to return a signed form.
DATA AND SAMPLE DESCRIPTION
Of the 3,663 students eligible to participate (received parental consent), 3,640 (99.4%)
assented and completed the initial online survey. The following year, 3,165 (86.4%)
completed the Wave 2 survey and 2,753 (75.2%) completed the Wave 3 survey. The current
analyses utilize data from the third wave of the UMSL CSSI when most students were in 9 th
or 10th grade. Due to this study’s interest in racial differences, the analyses conducted were
limited to Black and White youth. Therefore, of the 2,753 youth who were surveyed at Wave
3, 520 respondents are omitted from the analyses. 2,233 Black or White students were
surveyed at Wave 3. 185 respondents who are missing data on the dependent variables were
excluded from the analyses. An additional 57 respondents who were missing date on items
included as covariates were excluded due to listwise deletion. The final sample size consists
of 1,991 Black and White youth with no missing data (72% of the Wave 3 sample).
The cross-sectional nature of the data limits exploration of causal processes.
However, the decision to only use Wave 3 data was made due to the fact that questions
tapping students’ opinions and attitudes towards arming teachers were only included in the
student questionnaire during Wave 3, when most students were in the 9th and 10th grades.

For example, $10 for 70%, $20 for 80%, $30 for 90%, and $40 if all students in a class returned a signed
form.
14
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Using Waves 1 or 2 explanatory variables would result in the models predicting students’
support for arming teachers at their current school based on their perceptions of authorities
that were measured when approximately half the students were in middle school.
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics (n = 1991).
Dependent Variables
Support Arming Teachers
No
Yes
Change in Feelings of Safety
A lot more safe
Somewhat more safe
No difference
Somewhat less safe
A lot less safe
Independent Variable
Race
Black
White
Mediators
Procedural Justice
Teacher Fairness
School Rule Fairness
Government Fairness
Control Variables
School Disorder
Risk of School Victimization
Fear of School Crime
Supportive & Caring Adults at School
Neighborhood Disorder
Risk of Neighborhood Victimization
Fear of Neighborhood Crime
Self-Reported Delinquency
Sex
Male
Female
Age

Mean/Percent

SD

Range

−−
79.01
20.99
−−
11.55
12.31
25.31
19.14
31.69

−−
−−
−−
−−
−−
−−
−−
−−
−−

0−1
−−
−−
1−5
−−
−−
−−
−−
−−

−−
47.11
52.89

−−
−−
−−

0−1
−−
−−

3.00
3.26
3.36
2.55

1.08
0.94
0.84
1.00

1−5
1−5
1−5
1−5

1.63
1.88
1.72
3.17
1.41
1.41
1.72
0.92
−−
46.11
53.89
15.08

0.45 1−5
0.96 1−5
0.88 1−5
0.92 1−5
0.47 1−5
0.72 1−5
1.03 1−5
1.83 0−13
0−1
−−
−−
−−
−−
−−
0.74 12−18
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MEASURES
Appendix A provides a complete list of all items contained in each scale as well as scale
reliability analyses. Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for the analytic sample. All scales
in this study were created using mean substitution, wherein average scores were computed
for nonmissing items for respondents who answered at least half of the items (Slocum et al.,
2010; Slocum et al., 2016).
DEPENDENT VARIABLES
Support for Arming Teachers. The first dependent variable of interest is a dichotomous
indicator of students’ support for arming teachers. Students were asked, “Should teachers be
allowed to carry guns at school?” Response categories included no (=0) and yes (=1). The
majority of students (80%) do not support arming teachers, and only 20 percent support
allowing teachers to carry guns at school (see Table 1).
Perceptions of Safety. To assess whether arming teachers would have a positive or
negative impact on students’ perceptions of safety, students were asked, “How would your
feelings of safety change if teachers in your school were allowed to carry guns?” Response
categories were: a lot more safe (=1), somewhat more safe (=2), no difference (=3),
somewhat less safe (=4), and a lot less safe (=5). Response categories were reverse coded so
that higher values indicate feeling safer. Approximately 24 percent of students indicate that
they would feel more safe if their teachers were armed, a quarter of students indicate no
change in their feelings of safety, and 50 percent would feel less safe.
INDEPENDENT VARIABLE
Race is measured with a dichotomous variable using the racial categories reported by
respondents during Wave 3. Respondents were asked to indicate their race/ethnicity, by
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selecting all that apply, from the following categories: White/Angelo, Black/African
American, Hispanic/Latino, American Indian/Native American, Asian/Pacific Islander,
Multiracial, and Other 15. The current study uses a mutually exclusive binary variable with
Black students coded as 1 and White students coded as 0. Note that multiracial youth that coidentified as Black/African American and some other race and youth who co-identified as
White/Angelo and some other race were excluded from these categories. The analytic sample
is made up of approximately 47 percent Black youth and 53 percent White youth.
MEDIATORS
Procedural justice (α = 0.89). Perceptions of procedural justice are generally influenced
by evaluations of police decision-making and quality of treatment (Tyler, 2006). The
procedural justice measure in this study primarily captures the quality of treatment.
Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement on a five-point scale ranging
from strongly disagree (=1) to strongly agree (=5) to the following statements: “The police
are fair,” “The police are honest,” and “The police are respectful to people like me.” The first
item taps into neutrality and whether youth believe the police are unbiased, whereas the
second and third items map onto the concepts of benevolence/trustworthy motives and
respectfulness, respectively. These items are consistent with those used in prior studies
(Slocum, Wiley & Esbensen, 2016). Youths’ responses to each statement were averaged and
combined to make up the procedural justice scale, with higher values indicating greater
perceived police procedural justice.
Perceived teacher fairness (α = 0.89). Consistent with previous research (Gottfredson,
1984; James, Bunch & Clay-Warner, 2015; Welsh, 2001), perceived teacher fairness was

The racial and ethnic composition of the entire Wave 3 sample is 42.34% White, 39.31% Black, 3.44%
Hispanic, 0.77% Native American, 3.00% Asian, 9% Multiracial and 1.17% other.
15
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measured as a two-item mean scale. Respondents were asked to indicate their level of
agreement on a five-point scale ranging from strongly disagree (=1) to strongly agree (=5) to
the following statements: “Teachers treat students with respect” and “Teachers treat students
fairly.” Responses were averaged with higher scores indicating higher levels of perceived
teacher fairness.
Perceived school rule fairness (α = 0.74). Perceived school rule fairness was measured
as a three-item mean scale (Burrow & Apel, 2008; James, Bunch & Clay-Warner, 2015).
Respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement on a five-point scale ranging from
strongly disagree (=1) to strongly agree (=5) to the following statements: “School rules are
clearly stated,” “School rules are fair,” and “School rules are consistently enforced at my
school.” Responses were averaged with higher values indicating higher levels of perceived
school rule fairness.
Government fairness (α = 0.89). Past research indicates that treatment by police and
school authorities may spillover into evaluations of the legitimacy and trust in the
government (Emler & Reicher, 2005; Grover, Limber & Boberiene, 2015; Jennings & Niemi,
1974). Government fairness was measured as a three-item mean scale. Respondents were
asked to indicate their level of agreement on a five-point scale ranging from strongly
disagree (=1) to strongly agree (=5) to the following statements: “People in America get fair
treatment no matter who they are,” “In America, you have an equal chance, no matter where
you come from or what race you are,” and “America is a fair society where everyone has a
chance to get ahead.” Responses were averaged with higher values indicating higher levels of
government fairness.
CONTROL VARIABLES
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In order to reduce the likelihood of omitted variable bias, several variables are included
to control for factors related to race, procedural justice attitudes and attitudes regarding
school safety measures. Therefore, three multi-item measures are included to control for
perceptions of the environment, including a six-item mean scale measuring the level of
school disorder perceived by the youth in the sample, a three-item scale measuring
perceptions of the risk of victimization in school and a three-item scale for fear of crime at
school. Furthermore, students’ perceptions of supportive and caring adults at schools are
important determinants of student teacher-bonding and students’ perceptions of school and
teacher fairness (Akiba, 2010; Dornbusch et al., 2001; James et al., 2015). Therefore, a threeitem scale is included that captures perceived adult support.
Perceptions of and experiences in the community may spillover into perceptions of
vulnerability and risk at school (Kitsantas, Ware & Martines-Arias, 2004; May & Dunaway,
2000). Therefore, additional variables are included to capture perceptions of the environment
by including multi-item scales measuring perceived neighborhood disorder, perceived risk of
victimization in neighborhood and fear of crime in neighborhood. Additionally, involvement
in delinquency can influence perceptions of authorities, as well as perceptions of safety in
general. Self-reported delinquency is a 13-item variety scale asking respondents were asked
how many times in the past six months they had committed a particular act. Each item was
dichotomized and summed wherein higher values indicate involvement in more types of
delinquent acts. The final set of control variables pertain to basic demographic
characteristics. Sex is a dichotomous variable with males coded as 1 and females coded as 0.
Age was captured through self-reports when respondents completed the survey. The sample
is approximately 53 percent female and the average age is 15 years old.
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ANALYTIC STRATEGY
To assess the extent to which procedural justice/fairness attitudes mediate the effect of race
on attitudes on arming teachers, I estimate path analysis via structural equation modeling
(SEM)16. This analytic approach is appropriate for the current study because path analysis
through SEM simultaneously estimates the direct and indirect paths between each observed
variable (Kline, 2015), as opposed to examining regression coefficients from separately
estimated models. Furthermore, in a traditional path analysis, OLS estimates are computed
separately to determine the size of an indirect effect on the last outcome. However, this
method is inappropriate for binary outcomes. Secondly, the likelihood that is maximized
when fitting SEM using ML is derived under the assumption that the observed variables
follow a multivariate normal distribution. Due to its linear functional form, using a SEM
model with a categorical dependent variable can lead to biased results. However, generalized
structural equation modeling (GSEM) overcomes this limitation and allows for non-normal
distributions (i.e. binary outcomes) by estimating generalized linear models with categorical
response variables via maximum likelihood. This technique will allow for examination of the
causal patterns among the variables of interest and will assess the direct and indirect paths
that race may take to influence attitudes on arming teachers. However, notwithstanding its
advantages, GSEM suffers from two key disadvantages: 1) there are no fit statistics available
for GSEM17, and 2) no estimates of equation level goodness of fit are available18. Lastly,
missing data in GSEM are treated through listwise deletion.

Due to the binary nature of the dependent variables, ordinary least squares (OLS) regression is not
appropriate due to the violation of the assumption of independent error terms (Hardin & Hilbe, 2012; Long,
1997).
17 Although a number of fit statistics are available for SEM, those tests are inapplicable to GSEM due to the
normality assumption for endogeneity, which is inconsistent with dichotomous variables.
18 The only goodness-of-fit statistics available with Stata for GSEM are AIC and BIC, which are useful when
comparing models, but they do not provide statistics on an absolute metric.
16
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Due to the binary nature of the support outcome, GSEM model was fit using the
Bernoulli distribution with a logit link. Results of these models are interpreted by calculating
the odds ratio using the equation (𝑒 𝛽 − 1) x 100. Odds ratios are interpreted as the expected
odds that a respondent will support arming teachers given a one-unit change in the predictor
variable. The second dependent variable capturing feelings of safety if teachers are armed is
treated as ordinal, and paths to it are estimated with GSEM using the ordinal random
component with a logit link. Results of these models are interpreted as proportional odds
ratios, meaning that a one-unit change in the predictor variable is associated with the odds of
endorsing a higher category on the feelings of safety scale. Finally, because students are
nested in schools, robust standard errors are estimated through clustering by school for all
models.
The analyses proceeded as follows. First, in order to test for the two first hypotheses,
bivariate differences between race and both dependent variables are assessed through chisquare tests and Pearson correlation coefficients. Diagnostic tests in the form of correlation
matrix and variance inflation factors (VIF) were conducted to detect multicollinearity. Both
tests confirmed that multicollinearity is not present among the predictors. With regards to the
main analyses, race and the control variables were treated as exogenous observed variables
and police procedural justice, teacher fairness, school rule fairness, government fairness and
the dependent variables were treated as endogenous variables. The unstandardized
coefficients were exponentiated to represent odds ratios using STATA’s estat eform
command. Indirect effects were estimated using the product-of-coefficients method with
nlcom command.19 Lastly, because the nlcom command calculates standard errors
Indirect effects were calculated post-estimated according to instructions in Stata’s GSEM manual:
https://www.stata.com/manuals13/semexample42g.pdf (Stata, 2013).
19
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that assume a normal distribution, bootstrapped standard errors were estimated across 1000
replications with bias-corrected confidence intervals (CI).
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS
I first present results from analyses examining bivariate correlations among race, procedural
justice and fairness attitudes and support and feelings of safety. Second, I present results for
the direct and indirect effects of race and the proposed mediators on support for arming
teachers, controlling for the full set of indicators. I then present the direct and indirect effects
of race and mediators on feelings of safety. The unstandardized coefficients and odds ratio
for the relationships of primary interest are presented.20
Tables 2 and 3 present results from the chi-square tests of independence examining
the relationship between support and feelings of safety and race. The results indicate that
there is a significant association between race and support for arming teachers (𝜒 2 (1) =
30.29, p < .001). There are clear racial differences in the level of support the policy receives
from students, as 26 percent of White students supported the policy versus 16 percent of
Black students. There is also a significant relationship between race and feelings of safety if
teachers are armed (𝜒 2 (4) = 50.96, p < .001). White students were more positive in their
assessment of the policy, with 28 percent indicating that they would feel safer, compared to
the 19 percent of Black students who indicate the same. These findings provide support for
hypotheses one and two.
Furthermore, a chi-square test was performed to examine the link between support
and feelings of safety (see Table 4). The results show that there is a significant association
between level of support and change in feelings of safety (𝜒 2 (4) = 453.36, p < .001), with
youth who were supportive of arming teachers indicating they would feel safer if teachers
are armed, relative to those who opposed the policy.

The results of the direct effects of the control variables on the dependent variables are provided in Appendix
B.
20
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Table 2. Chi Square Test of Relationship between
Race and Support.
No
Yes
Total
White
782 (74.26) 271 (25.74)
1053
Black
791 (84.33) 147 (15.67)
938
Total
1573
418
1991
2
𝜒 (1) = 30.29, p = 0.000

Table 3. Chi Square Test of Relationship between Race and Feelings of Safety.
A lot less safe Somewhat less safe No difference Somewhat more safe A lot more safe Total
White
308 (29.25)
230 (21.84)
220 (20.89)
164 (15.57)
131 (12.44)
1053
Black
323 (34.43)
151 (16.10)
284 (30.28)
81 (8.64)
99 (10.55)
938
Total
631
381
504
245
230
1991
2
𝜒 (4) = 50.96, p = 0.000

Table 4. Chi Square Test of Relationship between Support and Feelings of Safety.
A lot less safe Somewhat less safe No difference Somewhat more safe A lot more safe
No
611 (38.84)
358 (22.76)
368 (23.39)
100 (6.36)
136 (8.65)
Yes
20 (4.78)
23 (5.50)
136 (32.54)
145 (34.69)
94 (22.49)
Total
631
381
504
245
230
2
𝜒 (4) = 453.36, p = 0.000

Total
1573
418
1991

Table 5. Correlation Matrix.
1. Support Arming Teachers
2. Feelings of Safety
3. Procedural Justice
4. Teacher Fairness
5. School Rule Fairness
6. Government Fairness
7. Black
*p< .05; **p<.01; ***p<.001

1
−
0.426***
0.151***
0.055*
−0.010
0.120***
−0.123***

2
−
0.089***
0.002
−0.042
0.144***
−0.057*

3

4

5

6

7

−
0.376***
−
0.284*** 0.552***
−
0.302*** 0.174*** 0.193***
−
−0.581*** −0.163*** −0.054* −0.101*** −
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Table 5 presents the correlation matrix for the dependent variables, race and the four
measures of procedural justice/fairness. Results of the correlation matrix for all variables
included in the analyses are provided in Appendix C. There is a strong negative correlation
between race and procedural justice (r = -0.581, p < .001), suggesting that Black youth
reported significantly lower perceptions of police procedural justice. Similarly, teacher
fairness (r = -0.163, p < .001), school rule fairness (r = -0.054, p < .05) and government
fairness (r = -0.101, p < .001) are significantly and negatively associated with race,
signifying that Black youth reported lower perceptions of fairness across these domains.
With regards to the mediators, police procedural justice (r = 0.151, p < .001), teacher fairness
(r = 0.055, p < .05) and government fairness (r = 0.120, p < .001) are significantly and
positively associated with support, indicating that higher perceptions of fairness across these
three domains increases the likelihood of supporting arming teachers. Police procedural
justice (r = 0.089, p < .001) and government fairness (r = 0.144, p < .001) are also positively
associated with feelings of safety, indicating that youth with higher perceptions of police and
government fairness anticipate feeling safer if teachers are armed. Perceptions of school rule
fairness is not significantly correlated with support or feelings of safety.
SUPPORT FOR ARMING TEACHERS
The next set of results pertain to the direct and indirect effects of race and the
mediators on support for arming teachers, controlling for the full set of indicators. Direct
effects are reported in Table 6, beginning with the effect of race on support for arming
teachers, followed by the direct effects of race on the mediators, and the effects of the
mediators on support for arming teachers. Significant direct effects for support are displayed
in Figure 3. Controlling for the other variables in the model, race is significantly and
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negatively associated with support, suggesting that Black youth were less likely to support
arming teachers (b = -0.403, p < .05). Specifically, the odds of Black youth supporting
arming teachers was 33 percent lower relative to White youth, after taking into account other
variables in the model. Furthermore, as expected, race is significantly and negatively
associated with three of the mediators. Specifically, relative to White youth, Black youth
reported significantly lower perceptions of police procedural justice (b = -1.142, p < .001),
teacher fairness (b = -0.226, p < .01), and government fairness (b = -0.263, p < .01).
Table 6. Direct Effects of Race and Mediators on Support (n=1991).
b
OR
Direct Effect of Race on Support
Support Arming Teachers
−0.403*
0.668
Direct Effects of Race on Mediators
Procedural Justice
−1.142***
0.319
Teacher Fairness
−0.226**
0.797
School Rule Fairness
−0.039
0.961
Government Fairness
−0.263**
0.768
Direct Effects of Mediators on Support
Procedural Justice
0.262*
1.300
Teacher Fairness
0.135
1.145
School Rule Fairness
−0.208**
0.812
Government Fairness
0.183**
1.201
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
ABBR: b = regression coefficient; OR = odds ratio; SE = standard error.

SE
0.186
0.115
0.074
0.078
0.078
0.120
0.076
0.077
0.067

Table 7. Indirect Effects of Race on Support via Mediators (n=1991).
b
OR
SE
Procedural Justice
−0.299*
0.741
0.150
Teacher Fairness
−0.031
0.969
0.019
School Rule Fairness
0.008
1.008
0.019
Government Fairness
−0.048*
0.953
0.023
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
ABBR: b = regression coefficient; OR = odds ratio; SE = standard error.
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Figure 3. Unstandardized Coefficients for Direct Effects Linking Race to Support Via
Perceptions of Fairness.
Note. Parameter estimates are taken from analyses that included control variables. Dotted lines indicate nonsignificant paths.

There was mixed support found for the third hypothesis that higher perceptions of
procedural justice/fairness will increase support. Higher perceptions of police procedural
justice (b = 0.262, p < .05) and government fairness (b = 0.183, p < .01) were positively
associated with support for arming teachers. Although the results of the bivariate correlation
indicate that there is no significant relationship between school rule fairness and support for
arming teachers, the results of the structural model indicate that youth who perceive school
rules to be fairer were less likely to support arming teachers (b = -0.208, p < .01).
Specifically, with every one-unit increase in perceptions of school rule fairness, the odds of
supporting arming teachers decrease by 19 percent. The significance of this association in the
structural model may have emerged due to multicollinearity among the mediators which can
cause suppression effects. Sensitivity analyses were conducted to better understand this
unexpected finding and will be discussed in detail below.
Table 7 presents the results of the specific indirect effects via perceptions of
procedural justice and fairness. The indirect effects of police procedural justice (b = -0.299, p
50

< .05) and government fairness (b = -0.048, p < .05) are statistically significant, which
provide partial support for the fourth hypothesis that perceptions of fairness will mediate the
effect of race on support. Specifically, Black youth were significantly less likely to support
arming teachers due to pathways that connect race and support via perceptions of police
procedural justice and government fairness. In all, approximately 38 percent of the total
effect of race on support for arming teachers is attributable to police procedural justice.21
Approximately 6 percent of the total effect of race on support is mediated via government
fairness.
FEELINGS OF SAFETY AS A RESULT OF ARMING TEACHERS
Table 8 presents the direct effects of race and the procedural justice and fairness
measures on anticipated change in feelings of safety if teachers are armed. Significant direct
effects for feelings of safety are displayed in Figure 4. Bivariate analyses indicated that,
compared to White youth, Black youth would feel less safe if teachers are armed, but the
GSEM results show that the direct effect of race on feelings of safety is now non-significant,
signifying that the covariates fully account for racial differences in feelings of safety related
to arming teachers. Additionally, there was limited support found for the third hypothesis.
Youth who report high perceptions of government fairness (b = 0.231, p < .001) have higher
proportional odds of reporting they would feel safer if teachers are armed. Conversely, higher
perceptions of school rule fairness (b = -0.237, p < .01) was associated with higher
proportional odds of endorsing a lower category of safety, despite the fact that the bivariate
correlation between race and feelings of safety was non-significant.
The results of the indirect effects of the mediators are presented in Table 9. Out of

The proportion of the total effect of race mediated via procedural justice attitudes was calculated using the
following formula: (specific indirect) / (sum of all specific indirect + direct effect) * 100.
21
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the four estimated paths, race had an indirect effect on feelings of safety through perceptions
of government fairness (b = -0.061, p < .01). These results signify that Black youth have
higher proportional odds of endorsing a lower category of safety due to pathways that
connect feelings of safety via race and government fairness. Approximately 19 percent of the
total effect of race on feelings of safety is attributable to perceptions of government fairness.

Table 8. Direct Effects of Race and Mediators on Feelings of Safety (n=1991).
b
OR
Direct Effect of Race on Feelings of Safety
Feelings of Safety
−0.127
0.881
Direct Effects of Race on Mediators
Procedural Justice
−1.142***
0.319
Teacher Fairness
−0.226**
0.797
School Rule Fairness
−0.039
0.961
Government Fairness
−0.263**
0.768
Direct Effects of Mediators on Feelings of Safety
Procedural Justice
0.129
1.138
Teacher Fairness
−0.042
0.959
School Rule Fairness
−0.237**
0.789
Government Fairness
0.231***
1.260
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
ABBR: b = regression coefficient; OR = odds ratio; SE = standard error.

SE
0.147
0.115
0.074
0.078
0.078
0.066
0.085
0.084
0.048

Table 9. Indirect Effects of Race on Feelings of Safety via Mediators
(n=1991).
b
OR
SE
Procedural Justice
−0.148
0.863
0.080
Teacher Fairness
0.009
1.009
0.018
School Rule Fairness
0.009
1.009
0.026
Government Fairness
−0.061**
0.941
0.020
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
ABBR: b = regression coefficient; OR = odds ratio; SE = standard error.
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Figure 4. Unstandardized Coefficients for Direct Effects Linking Race to Feelings of Safety
Via Perceptions of Fairness.
Note. Parameter estimates are taken from analyses that included control variables. Dotted lines indicate nonsignificant paths.

SUMMARY
Results from the bivariate analyses offer support for my first two hypothesis that, relative to
White students, Black students were less likely to support arming teachers and more likely to
anticipate feeling less safe if teachers are armed. The findings provide some support for some
of the direct relationships predicted in the third hypothesis. Students who perceived the
police were more procedurally just and that the government as fairer were more likely to
support arming teachers. There was less support when considering perceptions of safety;
students who perceived the government to be fairer anticipated feeling safer if teachers are
armed. Additionally, school rule fairness had an unanticipated negative relationship with
both support and feelings of safety. Moreover, in partial support for the fourth and fifth
hypotheses, this study found three significant mediation effects: police procedural justice and
government fairness partially mediated the effect of race on support, and the effect of race on
feelings of safety was partially mediated by perceptions of government fairness.
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MISSING DATA
The following section and Appendix F provide a descriptive overview of the differences
between the analytical sample and the full W1 sample. Independent samples t-test and chisquare tests were conducted to determine statistically significant differences between the two
samples. Note that the items used to comprise the government fairness scale were not
included in the student questionnaire for Wave 1; therefore, differences on perceptions of
government fairness cannot be assessed between the analytic and W1 samples. Overall, the
analytic sample does not differ substantially from the full W1 sample across most items.
Consequently, the greatest difference observed between the two samples had to do with race.
Specifically, the full and analytic sample differ in terms of the racial composition of
respondents, with a higher percentage of the W1 sample identifying as Black (64%) relative
to the analytic sample (46%). There are no statistically significant differences in terms of
gender or age. Although there are differences between the analytical and W1 sample across
all procedural justice and fairness attitudes, these differences are substantively small, albeit
statistically significant. For the control variables, the analytic sample has slightly lower
perceptions of school and neighborhood disorder, risk of school and neighborhood
victimization, and lower levels of self-reported delinquency; however, again, these
differences are minor.
SUPPLEMENTARY ANALYSES
Although school rule fairness was not significantly related to the outcomes at the bivariate
level, in the full models, the magnitude of this measure’s coefficient increases in the
structural models and becomes statistically significant for both dependent variables and is in
an unexpected, negative direction. The significance of the school rule fairness variable may
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have emerged due to suppression. A suppressor variable is commonly defined as a variable
that substantially improves the predictive validity of another variable when included in a
regression equation (Tzelgov & Henik, 1991). A suppression effect is present when the
magnitude of the relationship between an independent and outcome variable increases with
the inclusion of a third variable (McKinnon et al., 2000). Within a mediation model, when
the direct and mediated effects of an independent variable on a dependent variable are in the
opposite direction, a suppression effect is present (Tzelgov & Henik, 1991).
To better understand this change in statistical significance between the bivariate
correlations and regression coefficients, supplementary analyses were performed to test for
potential suppression effects that may have been caused by multicollinearity (Aneshensel,
2012). The first step of the sensitivity analysis examined whether the association between
school rule fairness and the dependent variables may have emerged due to multicollinearity
among the mediators. Pearson’s correlation coefficients (Table 5) indicate that among the
four mediators, the strongest correlation is between teacher fairness and school rule fairness
(r = 0.552, p < .001). Therefore, the variable teacher fairness was removed and the models
for both dependent variables were re-estimated to determine whether multicollinearity
between these two mediators is producing significant effects. The results of these analyses
are provided in Appendix D. The direct effect of school rule fairness on support (b = -0.142,
p < .05) and feelings of safety (b = -0.256, p < .001) remained significant and in the negative
direction, confirming that multicollinearity between the mediators is not the cause of the
significant effect of school rule fairness on the outcomes.
Additional supplementary analyses were conducted to determine whether potential
statistical bias of school effects is driving the significant effect of school rule fairness.
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Dummy variables for the 10 schools were added to the models and the structural models
were re-estimated to control for school specific effects. Results from these analyses are
provided in Appendix E. The results of the school fixed effects analyses confirmed that
school effects are not producing the significant effect of school rule fairness. Specifically, in
these models, the negative effect of school rule fairness on support (b = -0.223, p < .01) and
feelings of safety (b = -0.237, p < .01) remains statistically significant. Furthermore, when
controlling for school fixed effects, the indirect effect of government fairness on both
outcomes becomes non-significant, while the coefficient for the indirect effect school rule
fairness becomes significant and is in the positive direction.
Furthermore, additional analyses were conducted to determine whether the individual
items included in the school rule fairness scale are producing the significant effect. The
school rule fairness scale was composed of three items: “School rules are clearly stated,”
“School rules are fair,” and “School rules are consistently enforced at my school.” Therefore,
the school rule fairness scale was removed, each of the individual items were added to the
models separately and the structural equation models for both dependent variables were reestimated. The results of these analyses (not shown) confirmed that no one individual item
included in the scale is responsible for the significant effect of school rule fairness. In the
models predicting support, only one item is non-significant –school rules are clearly stated –
and the remaining two items are significantly and negatively associated with support. In each
of the models predicting feelings of safety, all three items are significantly and negatively
associated with feelings of safety.
Additional methods were used to identify suppressor variables. First, the control
variables were removed, and the structural models including race and the mediators were re-
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estimated for both variables. The significant and negative effect of school rule fairness
remained (results not shown). Next, the models were re-estimated with only race and the
school rule fairness variable, and the effect of school rule fairness was non-significant for
both outcomes. Then, each of the mediators were added to the models separately to attempt
to isolate which mediators are driving the significant effect of school rule fairness. The
results of these analyses (not shown) show that the effect of school rule fairness – on both
outcomes – remains non-significant with the inclusion of the teacher fairness variable.
Conversely, the magnitude of the relationship between school rule fairness and both
outcomes becomes larger and significant with the inclusion of procedural justice and
government fairness. The inclusion of the procedural justice and government fairness
variables to the structural models appear to have unsuppressed an underlying pattern wherein
school rule fairness becomes significantly related to support and feelings of safety related to
arming teachers.

57

CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION
Fear of school shootings continues to influence contemporary school safety practices. Over
the course of the last two decades, the ever-looming threat of school shootings has justified
the proliferation of criminal justice-oriented security practices in American public schools,
without knowledge of their effectiveness. One of the more recent strategies is in the form of
arming specially trained teachers and other school employees in K-12 schools. Although
legislative efforts to arm schoolteachers persist, little is known about the level of support this
policy receives from the people it is intended to protect – students. In fact, although school
security practices impact the school environment and, in turn, students’ perceptions of safety,
research considering students’ perceptions of school security measures in general remains
limited. Moreover, not only are criminal justice-oriented security measures
disproportionately implemented in schools serving predominately minority students, existing
research examining the impact of such practices on student outcomes has found evidence of
racial disparities associated with the effect of such measures. Thus, utilizing the Relational
Model of Authority and procedural justice frameworks, this thesis sought to investigate the
mechanisms that account for racial differences in student support and feelings of safety
related to allowing teachers to carry guns at school. The remaining sections of this final
chapter will review the key findings of this study, discuss its limitations, and consider policy
implications and avenues for future research.
The first focus of this thesis was to ascertain the extent of racial differences in
attitudes on arming teachers, including support and feelings of safety. The analyses found
support for the first two hypotheses that, relative to White youth, Black youth were
significantly less likely to support arming teachers and more likely to anticipate feeling less
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safe if teachers are armed. This finding is consistent with Croft, Moore, and Guffy’s (2019)
findings that White students were almost twice as likely to support arming specially trained
teachers/staff, relative to Hispanic, Asian and Black students. Moreover, these findings of
racial disparities were supported by both bivariate and multivariate analyses and, in fact, the
relationship between race and feelings of safety as result of arming teachers was fully
explained by the covariates included in the analyses. Furthermore, although not the primary
focus of this study, there were significant racial disparities observed across fairness attitudes.
Specifically, findings from bivariate analyses demonstrated that Black students viewed the
police as less procedurally just and teachers, school rules and the government as less fair.
This is consistent with findings from prior studies that, relative to White youth, Black youth
are more likely to perceive school rules and their enforcement as unfair (Arum, 2003,
Johnson et al., 2006; Kupchik & Ellis, 2008) and that Black youth report more negative
attitudes towards the police (Brick et al., 2009; Hagan et al., 2005; Rusinko et al., 1987;
Taylor et al., 2001).
A second goal of this study was to test whether perceptions of fairness across the
educational and legal domains influenced attitudes on arming teachers. Drawing on the
Relational Model of Authority and procedural justice frameworks, this thesis argued that
youths’ perceptions of fairness across the educational and legal domains influence their
attitudes on arming teachers via the trustworthiness and legitimacy of institutional
authorities. The third hypothesis, therefore, expected that higher perceptions of fairness
across these domains would be positively associated with support for arming teachers and
improved perceptions of safety. The findings of this study found mixed support for some of
the direct relationships predicted in the third hypothesis. Three of the procedural justice and

59

fairness measures have a direct effect on support and feelings of safety related to arming
teachers. Specifically, the findings of this study suggest that students who perceive the
government as more fair were more supportive of arming teachers and anticipated feeling
safer, and that perceiving the police as procedurally just increased the likelihood of support.
Additionally, this study found an unanticipated link between school rule fairness and both
outcomes, with higher perceptions of school rule fairness reducing the likelihood of support
and feeling safer. The significant association between school rule fairness and the outcomes
was unexpected given that these relationships were non-significant at the bivariate level.
Several supplementary analyses were subsequently performed to better understand this
change in statistical significance across bivariate and multivariate analyses. Results of the
supplementary analyses confirmed that the significant effect of school rule fairness is not
driven by multicollinearity, school fixed effects, or any individual items included in the
school rule fairness scale, but rather is the result of a suppression effect.
Therefore, the social power literature may offer one explanation for these results.
Social power is broadly defined as the influence in which a person or group has over the
behavior or outcomes of another (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). French and Raven’s (1959)
typology of social powers has been an influential framework with which to understand the
dynamics underlying the relationship between authorities and subordinates. French and
Raven (1959) have identified five bases of social power through which authorities can gain
compliance: coercive, reward, legitimate, reference, and expert, (French et al., 1959). Across
the organizational justice literature, the social power base that has received the most attention
by researchers has been legitimate power. However, notions of expert power may be able to
explain some of the findings of this thesis.

60

Expert power refers to the perception that an authority is competent and
knowledgeable with respect to the problem at hand. With regards to this study’s findings,
judgments about expertise and ability to effectively engage and neutralize an armed assailant
may be playing a role in students’ attitudes towards arming teachers. Specifically, it may be
that higher perceptions of police procedural justice and government fairness are contributing
to positive assessments of arming teachers via perceptions of authority expertise. It may be
that youth are more likely to trust an authority whom they view as being an expert in their
ability to ensure the safety of students in the event of a school shooter event. In other words,
it may be that perceptions of police and governmental authorities as fair is resulting in
positive attitudes towards arming teachers because youth perceive these institutional
authorities possess the necessary skills to protect them with a firearm. Whereas students may
not view educational authorities as having the skills necessary to engage a potential assailant,
they may have more trust in law enforcement’s ability to do so. Thus, it may be that
perceptions of educational authorities and/or legitimacy are less important for youths’
attitudes towards arming teachers and that youth place increased emphasis on competence
and expertise when evaluating whom they’d trust to protect them. Nevertheless, that is not to
say that perceptions of the fairness of educational authorities are irrelevant for attitudes on
arming teachers. However, more work is needed to understand why perceptions of the
fairness of school authorities is associated with less support and decreases in perceptions of
safety as it relates to arming teachers. Future research should also explore the mechanisms
that are underlying the relationship between perceptions of school rule and teacher fairness
and attitudes towards arming teachers.
Finally, this study aimed to provide a more nuanced analysis of the underlying
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mechanisms at play in the relationship between race and attitudes on arming teachers. This
study examined the effects of four possible mediating mechanisms, including police
procedural justice, teacher fairness, school rule fairness, and government fairness. These
results provide mixed support for the fourth and fifth hypotheses. This study found that the
effect of race on arming teachers may be operating via procedural justice/fairness attitudes.
Specifically, the analyses found that perceptions of police procedural justice and government
fairness partially mediated the effect of race on support. For perceptions of safety,
perceptions of government fairness provide a partial mediation effect. The findings of this
study suggest that Black youth tend to hold more negative attitudes toward the police and
government, which translates into being less supportive of arming teachers and anticipating
feeling less safe if teachers are armed. These findings are in conjunction with previous
research findings that school safety and discipline practices are differentially enforced for
African American students, relative to other students. Thus, the findings of this study provide
evidence that the perpetuation of inequities vis-à-vis school discipline and safety practices
can shape perceptions of authorities differentially among minority and White students. More
importantly, these racial differences in perceptions of authority and attitudes towards arming
teachers suggest that the effect of school security measures can certainly differ for students of
various racial/ethnic backgrounds. This implies that implementation of school hardening
measures may not only negatively impact the educational experiences of Black youth but can
also further aggravate perceptions of institutional authorities.
At the same time, however, the partial mediation effects for support for arming
teachers suggest that attitudes on arming teachers may be affected by other attitudinal
measures not be captured in the present analyses. Specifically, it may be that attitudinal
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measures related to gun policy preferences – such as gun carrying, gun exposure/access,
political party preference – may be playing a role in attitudes on arming teachers. This may
be a possibility due to the highly politicized issue of school safety and due to the fact that
although there are two separate issues that encompass the notion of arming schoolteachers –
school safety measures and the permissible reaches of gun control – it appears that these two
issues have become interwoven. With that being said, a review of a small body of research in
the political socialization literature that has investigated youths’ attitudes towards guns and
gun policies more generally may be able to identify other possible explanatory factors that
might influence student support for arming teachers – with the assumption that support for
arming teachers is representative of attitudes in favor of less-restrictive gun laws. Much of
the research focuses on demographic factors related to support for gun policies. Descriptive
studies indicate strong gender differences exist among youths’ attitudes on gun policies, with
females expressing more support for restrictive gun policies than males (Vittes et al., 2003;
Wu, 2018). Likewise, a study of non-urban youth found that compared to non-White youth
and females, White youth and males were more likely to express pro-gun sentiments
(Livingston & Lee, 1987). These findings certainly resonate with the findings of this thesis
that there are significant racial and gender differences in attitudes on arming teachers. Fear of
victimization has also been linked to attitudes regarding gun law. Using a sample of 1,005
youth in grades 10-12, Vittes and co-authors (2003) examined whether attitudes toward gun
policies vary by actual and social exposure to guns and by fear of gun violence. They found
that students who reported fear for their safety either in or to and from school were less likely
to support restrictive policies. Overall, findings from this body of research suggests future
research should examine the role of gun policy attitudes on attitudes toward arming teachers.
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Furthermore, although the structural model fully accounted for racial differences in
feelings of safety, it appears that much of the variability is accounted for by the control
variables, as opposed to the mediators. It may be that perceptions of the risk of victimization
at school are likely accounting for the link between race and perceptions of safety.
Specifically, results from the bivariate and structural analyses both suggest that higher
perceptions of victimization risk at school is associated with decreases in perceptions of
safety if teachers are armed, suggesting that for students who perceive greater risk at school,
arming teachers may negatively affect their perceptions of safety. These findings,
nevertheless, suggest that future research should assess whether school security practices
differentially and negatively impact students’ who perceive greater risk at school.
Overall, this study contributes to our understanding of students’ perceptions of school
security practices, how these perceptions vary by student race, and the mechanisms which
may explain these differences. Despite the importance of students’ assessments of the
educational climate, there is little research directly assessing the perspectives of youths
regarding school security practices and/or the level of support the use of such practices
receive from students. Although the findings of this study contribute to this goal, several
unanswered questions remain. Specifically, the covariates used in the analyses fully
explained the relationship between race and perceptions of safety but did not fully account
for racial differences in support. Additionally, this study uncovered that perceptions of police
procedural justice, government fairness and school rule fairness are important for attitudes
toward arming teachers; however, perceptions of teacher fairness were not, as one would
expect. This finding may be attributable to this study’s measures of authority fairness.
Specifically, the teacher, school rule and government fairness scales do not represent all
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aspects of procedural justice and are more narrowly focused on fairness, whereas the police
procedural justice measure primarily captures the quality of treatment. Therefore, a different
pattern of results may emerge with measures that include both components of procedural
justice – quality of treatment and quality of decision making.
This study has both strengths and noteworthy limitations that offer directions for
future research. First, this study provides one of the few insights into students’ opinions on
arming teachers, as well as perceptions of multiple authority figures and a variety of other
factors related to school safety. In addition to providing an assessment of the level of support
arming teachers receives from students, and how this policy may impact perceptions of
safety, this study offers new insight into the mechanisms that may explain variations in
students’ perceptions of school security practices. Overall, the findings from this study
suggest that perceptions of authority and fairness offer a promising framework through which
to examine youths’ perceptions of security practices. In addition to providing important
avenues for future research, understanding the level of support and the potential
consequences for student outcomes related to school security measures has important policy
implications.
Conversely, the results of this study should be interpreted with caution considering
the study design. First, although the dataset includes three waves of data, this study utilized
the last wave containing the items of interest, which limits the ability of this study to make
causal conclusions. Secondly, as is the case with many studies, this study does not use a
nationally representative sample. Thirdly, because the data lack a measure of legitimacy, this
study was unable to provide a direct test of the mechanism (i.e. legitimacy) through which
perceptions of fairness influence attitudes on arming teachers. Lastly, this study assesses
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students’ general attitudes towards arming teachers and anticipated changes in feelings of
safety, as the policy had not been implemented in the schools from which students were
surveyed. Future studies should explore students’ perceptions of arming teachers within
schools that have implemented the policy.
CONCLUSION
With nine states having passed legislation allowing K-12 teachers to carry guns at
schools and a growing number of states considering similar legislation, it is becoming
increasingly important to understand students’ perceptions of these practices. The
proliferation of school security measures in public schools across the nation over the past few
decades has been touted by school administrators and politicians as necessary for improving
student safety. However, despite being exposed to these high security environments, little is
known about students’ perceptions of school security practices. Additionally, not only is
there little evidence in support of their effectiveness, existing evidence points to racial
inequalities in the use of these efforts. The findings of this thesis suggest that not only are
Black students more likely to perceive that educational, legal and governmental authorities
are unfair and unjust, but they are also less supportive of arming teachers and more likely to
experience decreases in their perceptions of safety if teachers are armed. These results signify
that the use of target-hardening measures, such as arming teachers, can be especially
detrimental for minority students in terms of their perceptions of school safety. Evidently,
students’ anticipation that such a policy would decrease perceptions of safety indicates that,
rather than improving school safety, the arming of teachers can have adverse consequences
for educational environments and outcomes – specially for students of color. These findings
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are particularly important in light of growing evidence of racial disparities in students’
academic achievement and discipline outcomes (Thapa et al., 2013).
The findings of this study suggest school administrators should consider the
unintended negative consequences that arming teachers may have on their students. Effective
policy initiatives must be theoretically driven, empirically supported and forward-looking.
Although school-shooting incidents can have a profound and lasting impact on the school
and broader community, they are statistically rare events (Fox & Fridel, 2019). Therefore,
alternative strategies to reducing school violence should be considered, such as school-based
programs. Such programs proactively address the precursors of school violence through
antibullying and conflict resolutions programs, which create a more inclusive school
environment and improve communication (Addington, 2009). Overall, school officials
should be informed about the costs and benefits of any policy to ensure that evidence-based
decisions are made.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A. Original Survey Items and Response Categories from the University of Missouri—St Louis Comprehensive School Safety Initiative (UMSL CSSI) project.

Variable
Dependent Variables
Support Arming Teachers
Change in Feelings of Safety

Alpha
−−
−−

Survey Items
Should teachers be allowed to carry guns at school?
How would your feelings of safety change if teachers in your school were
allowed to carry guns?

Response Range
No (=0) and yes (=1)
A lot more safe to a lot less safe (1-5)

Mediators
Procedural Justice

0.89

Teacher Fairness

0.89

School Rule Fairness

0.74

Government Fairness

0.89

The police are fair.
The police are honest.
The police are respectful to people like me.
Teachers treat students with respect.
Teachers treat students fairly.
School rules are clearly stated.
School rules are fair.
School rules are consistently enforced at my school.
People in America get fair treatment no matter who they are.
In America, you have an equal chance, no matter where you come from or what
race you are.
America is a fair society where everyone has a chance to get ahead.

Strongly disagree to strongly agree (1-5)
Strongly disagree to strongly agree (1-5)
Strongly disagree to strongly agree (1-5)

Strongly disagree to strongly agree (1-5)

Control Variables

School Disorder

0.78

Risk of School Victimization

0.78

Fear of School Crime

0.78

Kids bullying or teasing other children.
Students beating up or threatening other students.
Kids of different racial or cultural groups not getting along with each other.
Students bringing guns to school.
Having things stolen at school.
Gangs in your school.
Having things stolen at school.
Being attacked or threatened at school.
Being bullied at school.
Having things stolen at school.
Being attacked or threatened at school.
Being bullied at school.

Not a problem to a big problem (1-3)

Not at all likely to very likely (1-5)

Not at all afraid to very afraid (1-5)
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Supportive & Caring Adults
at School

0.71

Neighborhood Disorder

0.82

Risk of Neighborhood
Victimization

0.89

Fear of Neighborhood Crime

0.91

Self-Reported Delinquency

−−

I ask adults at this school for help with schoolwork when I need it.
I talk to adults at this school for advice about my future.
I talk to adults at this school about my life outside of school.
Run-down or poorly kept buildings in your neighborhood.
Groups of people hanging out in public places causing trouble in your
neighborhood.
Hearing gunshots in your neighborhood.
Cars traveling too fast throughout the streets of your neighborhood.
Gangs in your neighborhood.
Being robbed or mugged in your neighborhood.
Being attacked by someone with a weapon in your neighborhood.
Being attacked or threatened on your way to or from school.
Being robbed or mugged in your neighborhood.
Being attacked by someone with a weapon in your neighborhood.
Being attacked or threatened on your way to or from school.
Skipped classes without an excuse.
Lied about your age to get into some place or to buy something.
Avoided paying for things such as movies or bus/metro rides.
Purposely damaged or destroyed property that did not belong to you.
Carried a hidden weapon for protection.
Stolen or tried to steal something worth less than $50.
Stolen or tried to steal something worth more than $50.
Gone into or tried to go into a building to steal something.
Hit someone with the idea of hurting him or her.
Attacked someone with a weapon.
Used a weapon or force to get money or things from people.
Been involved in gang fights.
Sold marijuana or other illegal drugs.

Strongly disagree to strongly agree (1-5)

Not a problem to a big problem (1-3)

Not at all likely to very likely (1-5)

Not at all afraid to very afraid (1-5)

0 to 5 or more
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Appendix B.1. Direct Effects of Control Variables on Support (n=1991).
b
OR
0.147
1.158
School Disorder
0.137**
1.146
Risk of School Victimization
−0.089
0.918
Fear of School Crime
−0.026
0.974
Supportive & Caring Adults at School
0.081
1.085
Neighborhood Disorder
0.099
1.105
Risk of Neighborhood Victimization
0.042
1.043
Fear of Neighborhood Crime
0.041
1.042
Self-Reported Delinquency
0.724*** 2.063
Sex
0.049
1.050
Age
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
ABBR: b = regression coefficient; OR = odds ratio; SE = standard error.

Appendix B.2. Direct Effects of Control Variables on Feelings of Safety
(n=1991).
b
OR
0.127
1.136
School Disorder
−0.229*** 0.795
Risk of School Victimization
−0.085
0.919
Fear of School Crime
0.139***
1.149
Supportive & Caring Adults at School
0.094
1.098
Neighborhood Disorder
0.083
1.087
Risk of Neighborhood Victimization
−0.0001
0.999
Fear of Neighborhood Crime
−0.006
0.994
Self-Reported Delinquency
0.593***
1.809
Sex
0.028
1.029
Age
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
ABBR: b = regression coefficient; OR = odds ratio; SE = standard error.

SE
0.175
0.049
0.077
0.037
0.127
0.075
0.075
0.028
0.169
0.073

SE
0.139
0.077
0.084
0.035
0.155
0.091
0.037
0.017
0.116
0.076
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Appendix C. Correlation Matrix.
1. Support Arming Teachers
2. Feelings of Safety
3. Procedural Justice
4. Teacher Fairness
5. School Rule Fairness
6. Government Fairness
7. Black
8. School Disorder
9. Risk of School Victimization
10. Fear of School Crime
11. Supportive & Caring Adults at School
12. Neighborhood Disorder
13. Risk of Neighborhood Victimization
14. Fear of Neighborhood Crime
15. Self-Reported Delinquency
16. Sex
17. Age
*p< .05; **p<.01; ***p<.001

1
−
0.426***
0.151***
0.055*
−0.010
0.120***
−0.123***
0.013
0.043
0.021
−0.007
−0.001
0.042
−0.014
0.034
0.159***
0.007

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

−
0.089***
0.002
−0.042
0.144***
−0.057*
−0.034
−0.125***
−0.081***
0.037
−0.013
−0.049*
−0.067**
−0.012
0.197***
0.023

−
0.376***
0.284***
0.302***
−0.581***
−0.175***
−0.086***
0.056*
0.109***
−0.271***
−0.195***
−0.144***
−0.201***
0.084***
−0.082***

−
0.552***
0.174***
−0.163***
−0.203***
−0.166***
−0.095***
0.273***
−0.183***
−0.130***
−0.101***
−0.141***
0.051*
−0.052*

−
0.193***
−0.054*
−0.151***
−0.138***
−0.094***
0.286***
−0.129***
−0.119***
−0.026
−0.148***
0.017
−0.040

−
−0.101***
−0.083***
−0.139***
−0.078***
0.090***
−0.041
−0.057*
−0.055*
−0.030
0.152***
0.004

−
0.153***
−0.025
−0.121***
0.006
0.314***
0.144***
0.201***
0.223***
−0.027
0.084***

−
0.406***
0.470***
0.042
0.574***
0.279***
0.410***
0.182***
−0.092***
−0.021

−
0.535***
0.023
0.255***
0.583***
0.289***
0.193***
−0.117***
−0.018

−
0.032
0.324***
0.274***
0.538***
0.021
−0.139***
−0.029

−
0.019
0.016
0.049*
−0.065**
−0.053*
0.036

−
0.398***
0.502***
0.224***
−0.029
0.038

13

−
0.375***
0.254***
−0.014
0.037

14

15

16

17

−
0.074***
−
−0.164*** −0.041
−
−0.000
0.046* 0.054* −
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Appendix D-1.1. Direct Effects of Race and Mediators on Support Excluding
Teacher Fairness (n=1991).
b
OR
SE
Direct Effect of Race on Support
Support Arming Teachers
−0.403*
0.668 0.191
Direct Effects of Race on Mediators
Procedural Justice
−1.142*** 0.319 0.117
School Rule Fairness
−0.039
0.961 0.082
Government Fairness
−0.263** 0.768 0.083
Direct Effects of Mediators on Support
Procedural Justice
0.287**
1.332 0.109
School Rule Fairness
−0.142*
0.867 0.061
Government Fairness
0.183**
1.201 0.068
Direct Effects of Control Variables on Support
School Disorder
0.127
1.135 0.165
Risk of School Victimization
0.126**
1.134 0.050
Fear of School Crime
−0.085
0.919 0.075
Supportive & Caring Adults at School
−0.007
0.993 0.042
Neighborhood Disorder
0.079
1.083 0.119
Risk of Neighborhood Victimization
0.106
1.111 0.077
Fear of Neighborhood Crime
0.039
1.039 0.079
Self-Reported Delinquency
0.041
1.042 0.027
Sex
0.727*** 2.069 0.159
Age
0.043
1.044 0.076
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
ABBR: b = regression coefficient; OR = odds ratio; SE = standard error.

Appendix D-1.2. Indirect Effects of Race on Support via Mediators
Excluding Teacher Fairness (n=1991).
b
OR
SE
Procedural Justice
−0.327*
0.721
0.141
School Rule Fairness
0.006
1.006
0.012
Government Fairness
−0.048*
0.953
0.024
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
ABBR: b = regression coefficient; OR = odds ratio; SE = standard error.
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Appendix D-2.1. Direct Effects of Race and Mediators on Feelings of Safety
Excluding Teacher Fairness (n=1991).
b
OR
SE
Direct Effect of Race on Feelings of Safety
Feelings of Safety
−0.125
0.882 0.139
Direct Effects of Race on Mediators
Procedural Justice
−1.142*** 0.319 0.117
School Rule Fairness
−0.039
0.961 0.082
Government Fairness
−0.263** 0.768 0.083
Direct Effects of Mediators on Feelings of Safety
Procedural Justice
0.121*
1.129 0.058
School Rule Fairness
−0.256*** 0.774 0.063
Government Fairness
0.231*** 1.259 0.047
Direct Effects of Control Variables on Feelings of Safety
School Disorder
0.134
1.143 0.145
Risk of School Victimization
−0.226*** 0.797 0.076
Fear of School Crime
−0.084
0.919 0.084
Supportive & Caring Adults at School
0.134*** 1.143 0.037
Neighborhood Disorder
0.093
1.098 0.151
Risk of Neighborhood Victimization
0.081
1.085 0.092
Fear of Neighborhood Crime
0.000
1.000 0.041
Self-Reported Delinquency
−0.005
0.994 0.017
Sex
0.592*** 1.808 0.109
Age
0.029
1.030 0.074
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
ABBR: b = regression coefficient; OR = odds ratio; SE = standard error.

Appendix D-2.2. Indirect Effects of Race on Feelings of Safety via
Mediators Excluding Teacher Fairness (n=1991).
b
OR
SE
Procedural Justice
−0.139
0.870
0.075
School Rule Fairness
0.010
1.010
0.019
Government Fairness
−0.061**
0.941
0.021
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
ABBR: b = regression coefficient; OR = odds ratio; SE = standard error.
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Appendix E-1.1. Direct Effects of Race and Mediators on Support with School
Fixed Effects (n=1991).
b
OR
SE
Direct Effect of Race on Support
Support Arming Teachers
−0.489** 0.613 0.162
Direct Effects of Race on Mediators
Procedural Justice
−1.108*** 0.330 0.052
Teacher Fairness
−0.240*** 0.786 0.059
School Rule Fairness
−0.096
0.908 0.063
Government Fairness
−0.215** 0.806 0.070
Direct Effects of Mediators on Support
Procedural Justice
0.245*
1.278 0.113
Teacher Fairness
0.126
1.134 0.086
School Rule Fairness
−0.223** 0.800 0.077
Government Fairness
0.180**
1.198 0.061
Direct Effects of Control Variables on Support
School Disorder
0.146
1.158 0.141
Risk of School Victimization
0.142*** 1.152 0.043
Fear of School Crime
−0.084
0.919 0.074
Supportive & Caring Adults at School
−0.018
0.982 0.029
Neighborhood Disorder
0.053
1.054 0.127
Risk of Neighborhood Victimization
0.087
1.091 0.073
Fear of Neighborhood Crime
0.058
1.060 0.082
Self-Reported Delinquency
0.042
1.043 0.029
Sex
0.740*** 2.096 0.145
Age
0.048
1.049 0.078
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
ABBR: b = regression coefficient; OR = odds ratio; SE = standard error.

Appendix E-1.2. Indirect Effects of Race on Support via Mediators with
School Fixed Effects (1991).
b
OR
SE
Procedural Justice
−0.271*
0.762
0.133
Teacher Fairness
−0.030
0.017
0.019
School Rule Fairness
0.021*
1.022
0.010
Government Fairness
−0.039
0.962
0.022
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
ABBR: b = regression coefficient; OR = odds ratio; SE = standard error.

81

Appendix E-2.1. Direct Effects of Race and Mediators on Feelings of Safety with
School Fixed Effects (n=1991).
b
OR
SE
Direct Effect of Race on Feelings of Safety
Feelings of Safety
0.051
1.052 0.080
Direct Effects of Race on Mediators
Procedural Justice
−1.108*** 0.330 0.052
Teacher Fairness
−0.240*** 0.786 0.059
School Rule Fairness
−0.096
0.908 0.063
Government Fairness
−0.215** 0.806 0.070
Direct Effects of Mediators on Feelings of Safety
Procedural Justice
0.116
1.123 0.064
Teacher Fairness
−0.048
0.953 0.079
School Rule Fairness
−0.237** 0.789 0.076
Government Fairness
0.223*** 1.250 0.047
Direct Effects of Control Variables on Feelings of Safety
School Disorder
0.172
1.188 0.126
Risk of School Victimization
−0.217** 0.804 0.072
Fear of School Crime
−0.095
0.909 0.079
Supportive & Caring Adults at School
0.133*** 1.143 0.035
Neighborhood Disorder
0.040
1.041 0.127
Risk of Neighborhood Victimization
0.055
1.057 0.097
Fear of Neighborhood Crime
0.019
1.019 0.039
Self-Reported Delinquency
−0.005
0.995 0.019
Sex
0.615*** 1.850 0.107
Age
0.026
1.026 0.075
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
ABBR: b = regression coefficient; OR = odds ratio; SE = standard error.

Appendix E-2.2. Indirect Effects of Race on Feelings of Safety via
Mediators with School Fixed Effects (1991).
b
OR
SE
Procedural Justice
−0.129
0.879
0.074
Teacher Fairness
0.011
1.011
0.021
School Rule Fairness
0.023*
1.023
0.011
Government Fairness
−0.048**
0.953
0.014
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
ABBR: b = regression coefficient; OR = odds ratio; SE = standard error.
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Appendix F. Differences among W1 and analytical samples.
W1 Sample
(n=3640)
Mean/Percent
Independent Variable
Black
64.20
Mediators
Procedural Justice
2.88
Teacher Fairness
3.16
School Rule Fairness
3.39
Control Variables
School Disorder
1.75
Risk of School Victimization
2.08
Fear of School Crime
1.93
Supportive & Caring Adults at School
3.07
Neighborhood Disorder
1.58
Risk of Neighborhood Victimization
1.52
Fear of Neighborhood Crime
2.31
Self-Reported Delinquency
1.35
Male
47.61
Age
13.19
* = significant difference compared to full W1 sample.

Analytic Sample
(n=1991)
SD

Mean/Percent

SD

−−

46.21*

−−

1.14
1.04
0.80

3.25*
3.35*
3.54*

1.16
1.05
0.81

0.51
1.00
0.99
0.91
0.57
0.79
1.29
1.96
−−
0.76

1.68*
2.01*
1.89
3.10
1.51*
1.42*
2.28
1.03*
45.68
13.12

0.48
0.97
0.96
0.90
0.54
0.67
1.31
1.62
−−
0.76
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